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FOREWORD

One of the functions of SEAMEO RELC is to collect and disseminate
information related to the teaching, learning and use of languages within the region,
and inivrmation related to research priorities in these arcas. The annual RELC
Regional Seminar is held to fulfill this function. The theme of the 1991 Regional
Seminar is "Language Acquisition and the Second/Foreign Language Classroom”
and the papers presented deal with a variety of topics related to the theme which
would be useful for teaching, learning and research. It is koped therefore that the
reader would benefit considerably from reading the papers selected for this
anthology.

As language acquisition covers a very broad area, for practical purposes
we narrow it down to second/foreign language acquisition in the classroom. After
all most of us are teachers of second/foreign language in the classroom. Even
within the classroom the problems of language acquisition are not necessarily
contained or minimised, in fact new problems arise.

The papers in this anthology reveal some new problems, and we hope that
we wouid be able to handle them using some of the suggestions the writers made.
In addition, the reader would be able to learn the current state of the art of SLA
research from David Nunan and Andrew Coher et. al, the latest developments and
techniques on SLA research from Stephen Gaies and Jacqueline Beebe, as well as
from Kathleen Bailey. Rod Eliis’ critical evaluation of the Interaction Hypothesis is
challenging indeed. Prabhu’s introduction of the typology of learner cffort is a
seminal contribution to SLA. Roger Griffith’s irsistence on personality as a strong
variable in language acquisition will certainly revive our interest in personality
theory. Martin Bygates’ and Don Poxter’s rescarch findings on the relationship
between task and language development will definitely stimulate further research on
the topic, and Rod Bolitho’s appeal to SLA researchers to assist teacher trainers to
become principled practitioners is worthy of our attention.

To conclude, let me avail myself of this opportunity to express my deepest
gratitude to all the paper presenters for their contribution and all members of the
organising committee for their hard work which accounted for the success of the
seminar and the publication of this anthology.

Edwin Goh
Director
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INTRODUCTION

Second Language Acquisition covers a wide range of topics. In the 1991
RELC Regional Seminar on Language Acquisition and the Second/Foreign
Language Classroom, the topics varied from theoretical treatment of SLA,
quantitative and qualitative research on SLA, to practical teaching-learning
strategies in SLA. Due to financial constraints and much to our regret, we cannot

publish all of the selected papers we thought would be interesting and thought
provoking. :

The topics of the articles in this book also vary. David Nunan’s paper on
Second Language Acquisition Research in the Classroom takes a critical assessment
of the current state of SLA research, particularly research intended to provide
directions for classroom instruction. To improve research, he suggests five key
points to be incorporated into future research design, they are (1) the
implementation of more contextualised rescarch, i.e. more classroom-based; (2) an
extension of the theoretical bases of research agenda; (3) an extension of the range
of research tools, techniques and methods; (4) a re-evaluation of the distinction

between process-oriented and product-oriented research; and (5) a more active role
for classroom practitioners in applied rescarch.

Rod Bolitho’s paper on A Place for Sccond Language Acquisition in
Teacher Development and in Teacher Education Programmes is for all intents and
purposes an appeal to SLA researchers to assist pre-service and in-service teacher
trainers to become ’principled practitioners’ so they would be able to ask the right
questions and to arrive at a better understanding of the reasons and explanations of
successful language learning, to resist the temptations of panacea and recipe-type
solutions, to lay the groundwork for continuing professional development. He goes

on to say that trainers need principled support, not confusing messages from the
world of research.

In their paper oa "Dimensions in the Acquisition of Oral Language",
Martin Bygate and Don Porter show the relationships between task and language
development. Their paper is based on the result of a small pilot study to answer the
following questions: what is the cffect of task familiarity on language production;
and more generally, in what ways does oral production on a given task improve?
The result of the study suggests that there could be at least three different patterns
of oral language development: in fluency, in linguistic complexity or in both.




In his paper entitled "The Leamer’s Effort in the Language Classroom",
Prabhu identifies different forms of effort by language learners in the classroom. In
addition, he suggests a typology of learner effort, by first introducing the concepts
of imitation and cerebration. By cerebration he means the process by which the
learner thinks things out. In other words, if by imitation the learner copies the
language knower’s (the teacher’s) behaviour, by cerebration s/he attempts to
become a language knower, i.e. an effort to cope with problems: to make sense, to
work things out, and to put solutions to test. He then proceeds with the typology of
learner effort which comprises reproduction, simulation, construction and
deployment; the first two involving imitation and the rest cercbration. The
conclusion of the paper deals with his claims of the usefulness of the typology in
language ¢ ‘ucation.

"Diary Studies of Classroom Language Learning: The Doubting Game and
The Believing Game" is the title of Kathleen Bailey’s paper. As an introduction,
she discusses the meaning of diary studies. A diary study is an account of a second
language experience as recorded in a first-person journal. The diarist can be either a
language teacher or a language learner. The main characteristic of diary studies is
that they are introspective and can reveal facets of language learning experience
which are normally hidden or largely inaccessible to an external observer. She then
goes on reviewing a number of language learning diary studies, particularly diary
studies with introspective (first-person) analysis and the ones with non-introspective
analysis. Following the review, she explains the meaning of the doubting game and
the believing game. The doubting game seeks truth by indirection -- by seeking
errors, such as the null hypothesis in experimental research, whereas the believing
game by affirmation. She further subjects diary studies to the doubting game and
expose their problems regarding subjects, data collection and data analysis. Finally
she subjects them to the believing game and reveals their benefits for language
teaching, language teachers and language learners.

Roger Griffiths’s untimely death in Phuket, Thailand (he drowned), is
indeed a big loss to us. He was still young and a very promising scholar, and he
always drcw a big crowd whenever he prescnted a paper as his topic was always
challenging and scintillating.




His swan song here deals with personality and language learning. He
acknowledged that personality is only one of the many variables that play a crucial
role in contributing to the indjvidual differences in SLA; but he insisted that
personality variable should not be easily dismissed in SLA research. A rebirth in
research on personality variable in SLA is now growing.

Andrew Cohen, Diane Larsen-Freeman and Elaine Tarone wrote a paper
on the contribution of SLA theories and research to teaching language. They argue
that results of SLA studies may have contributed to the understanding of language
learning, but classroom instruction may not benefit direcly from the insights gained
from the investigations. This may be due to the fact that Second-Language-
Acquisition research agenda is not necessarily identical with Second-Language-
Teaching research. However, when making decisions teachers can still benefit from
the knowledge of SLA research findings, though these findings may not be directly
applicable to the classroom. When conducting needs assessment, they may also
benefit from the use of some of the concepts and instruments developed in the
process of research of SLA.

A critical evaluation of an SLA research technique for measuring attitudes
and the implications for language education is presented by Stephen Gaies and
Jacqueline Beebe. The research technique is called the Matched-Guise Technique.
According to Richards, Platt and Weber (1985:171) as quoted, the matched-guise
technique is the usc of recorded voices of people speaking first in one dialect or
language and then in another; that is two "guises” ... The recordings are played to
listeners who do not know that the two samples of speech are from the same person
and who judge the two guises of the same speaker as though they were judging two
separate speakers.

It is hoped that by using the technique, the researcher will be able to elicit
reactions to particular codes by having subjects respond to taped samples of those
codes rather than by having subjects express opinions about the codes themselves;
in addition, s/he will be able to control all variables other than the codes
themselves.

As a conclusion, the writers argue that some of the advantages of the
technique as it was originally designed may be more apparent than real, but it can
provide uscful information which can and needs to be confirmed by other means.

11




Rod Ellis presents a critical evaluation of the Interaction Hypothesis. He
argues that as teaching can be viewed as interaction that provides leamners with
opportunities for learning, the study of the relationship between interaction and
SLA will contribute significantly to pedagogy. He further suggests z revision of the
Interaction Hypothesis since a theoretical account of how input made
comprehensible through interactional modification results in acquisition is missing
from the original hypothesis. In his revision he suggests that the process of
acquiring an L2 involves three basic procedures, that is (1) noticing, (2) com-
parison, and (3) integration. He concludes his paper by advising caution iz applying
the results of SLA studies to language teaching. SLA research should serve as one
of the means of illuminating language pedagogy, and teachers themselves should
make their own decision in the light of their classroom experience.

Eugenius Sadtono




SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION RESEARCH
IN THE LANGUAGE CLASSRGOM

David Nunan
Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to take a critical look at the current state of SLA
resecarch, focusing in particular on research which is intended to provide directions
for classroom teaching. The study is based on an analysis of S0 empirical

investigations which have been carried out and reported in the literature over the
last 25 years.

Introduction

Sccond language acquisition (SLA) refers to the ways in which any learner,
child or adult learns a second or foreign language. The learning may take place in
tutored or untutored environments, and in second or foreign language settings. The
field of second language acquisition kas undergone tremendous growth over the last
twenty years. There are now journals devoted exclusively to the subject, and it is
even possible to undertake Ph.D. programs in SLA.

SLA rescarch is coming under increasing scrutiny by those involved in
language pedagogy. Curriculum developers and materials writers are interested in
insights which the research can provide into optimal sequencing orders for
acquisition, whilc teachers are concerned with those pedagogic tasks which can best
facilitate acquisition in the classroom.

For many language teachers, second language acquisition is synonymous with
Krashen (1981, 1982) whose work contains strong claims of relevance to pedagogy.
In recent years, however, this work has come under attack from a variety of sources.
Perhaps the most trenchant (and, as yet, unanswered) critic is Gregg (1986) who, in
a celebrated review wrote:

There is a Monty Python review in which a radio interviewer trics to get
Miss Ann Elk, a dinosaur expert, to explain her new theory about the
brontosaurus. After a great deal of hemming and hawing, false starts and

1
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general time wasting, we are finally told this: Brontosauruses were very
thin in the front, much, much thicker in the middle and then very thin again
at the end. Most of us would agree that, as a theory, this is rather
unsatisfactory (indeed, the interviewer shoots Miss Elk before she can tell
us her second theory). But then it was not meant to be taken seriously as a
theory.

Reading The Input Hypothesis, which evidently is meant to be taken
seriously, brings Miss Elk to mind. The Input Hypothesis is the latest in a
series of books and articles in which Krashen pretty much repeats what he
has <aid in all his other books and articles; that is, he offers *what I call,
perhaps audaciously, a theory of a second language acquisition’ (p.vii).
(There are perhaps miore fitting words than audaciously’; and in fact
Krashen usually drops the article and talks simply of second language
acquisition theory, a location that makes the complex error of suggesting
that his theory is a theory, that a second language theory exists, and that his
theory is it.) (Gregg 1986: 116-7).

While many SLA researchers are cautious about deriving pedagogical
implications from their research, others are not so coy. Given the controversies and
disagreements among the researchers themselves, to what extent should the
practitioner take these claims at their value? This question was one which
preoccupied me to th¢ point that, when I was invited to carry out a review of
research for a special issue of Studies in Second Language Acquisition, I decided to
use the question as my point of departure. I shall summarise this research later in
the paper.

Background

In an important review of SL.A rescarch, Lightbown suggests that SLA studies
"are designed to investigate questions about learners’ use of their second language
and processes which underly sccond language acquisition and use" (Lightbown
1985: 173). Her statement reflects a distinction which is commonly drawn between
the product-oriented tradition in SLA rescarch and the process-oriented tradition.
The aim of product-oricnted research is to describe and predict the stages through
which leamers pass in acquiring a second language. Process-oriented research, on
the other hand, is aimed at identifying those pedagogic variables which may
facilitate or impedc acquisition.
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The variables may relate to the learner, the teacher, the instructional
treatment/environment or some form of interaction between these.

Questions which classroom SLA research sceks to address include the following:
What types of classroom organisation and grouping patterns facilitate second
language development?

What task and activity types facilitate acquisition?

What are the characteristics of teacher talk (including questions, amount, error
feedback, instructions, directions) and what are the implications of this talk for
acquisition?

Does formal instruction make a difference to the rate and/or route of acquisition?
What affective variables correlate with second language achievement?

What type of input facilitates comprehension and, by implication, acquisition?
What interactional modifications facilitate comprehension and, by implication,
acquisition?

One major strand of SLA research is that which has focused on similarities and
differences between input and interaction inside and outside of the classroom. It
has been observed that there are clear differences in both classroom and naturalistic
settings in terms of patterns of interaction, language functions, types of teacher
questions and so on. (See, for example, Pica 1983; Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991
for a summary of similarities and differences between the two settings and the
possible consequences of these for acquisition.) The implications of these
differences, and the extent to which classroom interaction should resemble real life
interaction, are still being debated (van Lier 1988).

Long (1983; 1986) has argued that there is no evidence in the SLA rescarch
literature that classroom instruction can alter the order in which learners acquire
particular morphosyntactic feature of the target language, and in fact, all the
evidence is to the contrary. However, his review of the literature suggests that
formal instruction does seem to be advantageous in three areas. In the first instance,
formal instruction can facilitate processes of acquisition. Focusing learners on form
can help make target features salient. If instructed learners are compared with those
picking up the language naturalistically, it is found that in the early stages of
acquisition the instructed learners are, paradoxically, making more errors. In
particular, they make ’oversuppliance’ errors, inserting morphosyntactic items
where they are not required, saying things such as *He loving a dog’ or *The girls
loves her dog’.
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Initially, it looks like a disaster for teachers that one of the effects of their
work is that learners make new kinds of errors that even naturalistic
learners don’t make, but in the lorg run they seem to slide back down to
the appropriate suppliance of these things over time. Whereas if you look
at naturalistic learners much later in their development, they are still doing
an awful lot of omission and deletion. So I think the processes are affected
in a healthy way by formal instruction. (Long 1987:295)

In addition to facilitating acquisition processes, Long argues that instructed
learners develop their skills much more quickly than uninstructed learners. Finally,
in terms of ultimate attainment, it scems that instructed leamners end up being much
more proficient than those who do not receive formal instruction.

The Study

As Lindicated at the beginning of this paper, I was recently invited to survey
the current state of classroom-oriented research in second language acquisition.
This study was carried out to subject to critical scrutiny some of the claims made in
the literature. Fifty studies which purport to be relevant to teachers, curriculum

developers and teachers were analysed according to five analytical dimensions.
There were:

The environment in which the data were collected (Were they collected in
classrooms, in naturalistic environments outside the classroom, in
simulated settings, or in laboratories?)

The rationale of the rescarch (Were the studies carried out principally to
inform those concern with pedagogy?)

The rescarch design and method of collection (Were the data collected
through experiments or not? What mcthods were used?)

The type of data collected (Did the study yicld quantitative or qualitative
data?)

The type of analysis conducted (What grammatical, statistical, and
interpretive analyses were carried out?)




Results

(For a detailed description and analysis of the survey, see Studies in Second
Language Acquisition, 1'.~ ., 13, 2.)

Environment

The most surprising outcome of the survey was the fact that, of the fifty
studies, only fiftecn were actually carried out in language classrooms which were
constituted for the purposes of teaching and learning rather than research. Twenty
eight of the studies were carried out in laboratory, simulated or naturalistic
environments, and seven studies were carried out in mixed environments (that is,
some of the data were collected in classroom, and some in non-classroom
environments.)

Design

Design refers to whether or not the data were collected through some form of
experimentation or not. Not surprisingly, only two of the fifteen classroom-based
studies utilised some form of experiment. Roughly half (thirteen of the twenty-
eight) non-classroom studies involved an experiment, as did the studies carried out
in 'mixed’ environments (three out of the seven).

etgo

There were cight methods used in the studies. These included observation,
transcript, diary, elicitation, interview, introspection, questionnaire, and case study.

Elicitation was the most frequently employed data collection method, with
exactly half of the studies using some form of clicitation procedure to obtain their
data. Classified under this heading are studies which obtain their data by means of
a stimulus, such as a picture, diagram, standardized test, etc. The use of such
devices has been a feature of SLA research since the original morpheme order
studics obtained data through the use of the Bilingual Syntax Mcasure. When
evaluating research utilizing such devices, it is important to consider the extent to
which the results obtained are an artifact of the clicitation devices employed (sce,

17 °
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for example, Nunan 1987 for a discussion on the dangers of deriving implications
for SLA from standardiscd test data). One needs to be particularly cautious in
making claims about acquisition orders, based on clicited data, as Ellis (1985) has
pointed out. (Sce also, Eisenstein, Bailey and Madden, 1982).

*Observation’ can be either focused or unfocused. Focused observation refers
to studies in which the investigator looks for specific aspects of language and
behaviour, usually with the assistance of an observational instrument for classifying
the behaviour being investigated. From the tables, it can be seen that while non-
classroom investigations tended to utilise some form of elicitation, classroom
studies were more likely to utilise observation or transcript analysis. ("Transcripts’
refers to the analysis of interactions which are not subjected initially to some form
of categorisation, but which undergo interpretative analysis later.)

'Questionnaires’ are defined as instruments in which prespecified information
is collected from informants through either written or oral responses.
Questionnaires can be either closed or relatively open-ended. A closed
questionnaire solicits data which can be readily quantified (¢.g. those which require
subjects to circle the appropriate responsc), while an open questionnaire enables

"subjects to provide a free-form response. Constructing questionnaires which

unambiguously elicit accurate responses is difficult, and questionnaires designed to
obtain information about language learning have the additional complication of
sometimes being mediated through the learner’s first language.

Interviews can also be relatively closed or open-ended. According to their
purpose, they may be conducted cither in the learner’s first or target language.

The term 'diary’ is used as a form of shorthand to refer to written, discursive
accounts of teaching or learning, and which therefore contain free-form accounts of
the learning/teaching process. They may be kept by learrers, teachers or outside
rescarcher/observer.

The use of introspective methods has a long history in cognitive psychology
(see, for example, the use of verbal reports and protocol analysis in Ericsson and
Simon 1980; 1984), but has only recently made its appearance in second language

research. The emerging status of the method is reviewed in Faerch and Kasper
(1987).




From the study it was found that questionnaires, interviews, diaries and
introspection are infrequently used in classroom-oriented SLA research. This may

reflect the suspicion with which SLA researchers view introspective and self-report
data.

Type of Data

Initially, it had been intended to classify the studies according to the type of
data collected. However, it was found that virtually all of the studies were based on
qualitative data as defined by Grotjahn, being ¢ither discursive (e.g. transcripts) or
nominal (e.g. functional categories, observation schemes etc.) This analysis
therefore did not add anything particularly useful or insightful and was discarded.
(In the event, it may have been better to use the common-sense notion of
numericality to define *quantitative’ rather Grotjahn’s more stringent notion of
whether or not the data are measured on an interval scale.)

Type of Analysis

Three types of analysis, linguistic, statistical and interpretative were conducted,
and the results of this analysis are set out in Tables 1, 2 and 3.

Table 1
Classroom-based Studies: Type of Analysis

Linguistic Functions
Complexity
Morphosyntax
Suprasegmentals
Lexis

Statistical Correlation
Chi square
1-test
U test

Interpretive

13




Table 2
Laboratory, simulated and naturalistic studies: Type of Analysis

Morphosyntax
Functions
Complexity
Quantity

Linguistic

B 00O

Statistical Correlation
Chi square
t-test
Factor analysis
F-ratio
Cronbach’s alpha
ANOVA
ANCOVA

= RN

(=)}

Interpretive

Table 3
Mixed studies: Type of Analysis

Linguistic

[\ I =)

Morphosyntax

Statistical Chi square
t-test
Correlation

- N W

w

Interpretive

Not surprisingly, classroom studies tend to be more interpretative and make a
more limited use of statistics than non-classroom studics. This reinforces the
picture which emerged in relation to the design and methods issues already
discussed. It should be pointed out that the notion of ’interpretative analysis’ is a
relativistic one. All studies, even those employing a true experimental design and

e~
L
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utilising inferential statistics contain some form of interpretative analysis, even if
this is little more than a footnote to the discussion of research outcomes.

In their analysis of statistical tests in applied linguistics, Teleni and Baldauf (1988)
classify techniques as either basic, intermediate or advanced. Basic techniques
include descriptive statistics, Pearson product-moment coefficient, Chi square,
independent £ - test, dependent £ - test and one-way ANOVA. Applying their
scheme to the studies analysed here, we sec that the great majority of studies (29 out
of 39) employ basic statistical tools. Many of the studies analysed in this review
can be criticised on their research designs. There are also deficiencies in the
manner in which they are reported. This is particularly true of experimental studies
and those employing statistical analysis. Basic information, such as the number of
subjects and whether or not they were randomised are frequently either not reported
or buried away in the body of the report. There are also studies which violate
assumptions underlying the statistical procedures employed. One particular
problem is the analysis of group means through ¢ - tests or ANOVA when the size
is far too small for the analysis to be valid. (See also Chaudron 1988 for the
critique of the use of statistics in classroom research.)

Discussi

What conclusions can we draw from this study? I believe that there are five
points which need to be considered by SLA rescarchers who are motivated by a
desire to provide directions for teachers, curriculum developers and materials
writers. In the first instance, I believe there is a need for more contextualised
research. Secondly, there nceds to be an extension to the theorctical bases of the
research agendas. Thirdly, it would be highly desirable to extend the range of
research tools, techniques and methods, in particular, adopting methods which have
proved to be valuable in content classroom research. While accepting the salience
of the distinction between process and product-oriented research, I believe that this
distinction necds to be re-evaluated. Finally, I would call for a more active role for
the classroom practitioner in applied research, both through engagement with
mainstream researchers in collaborative research projects, and also through action
based investigations in their own professional contexts.

From the data, it can be argued that we need far morc classroom-based, as
opposed to classroom-oricnted research. Further, we need research which
investigales linguistic behaviour in context. Notwithstanding Labov’s obscrver’s

9




paradox, this means investigating real behaviour in real classrooms. van Lier puts
the case for contextualised research in the following way:

[Classroom] interaction consists of actions - verbal and otherwise - which
are interdependent, i.e. they influence and are influenced by other actions.
Pulling any one action, or a selection of them, out of this interdependence
for the purposes of studying them, complicates rather than facilitates their
description, just as a handshake cannot be adequately described, let alone
adequately understood, by considering the actions of the two persons
involved separatcly. ... [He goes on to say] The L2 classroom can be
defined as the gathering, for a given period of time, of two or more persons
(one of whom gencrally assumes the role of instructor) for the purposes of
language learning. This is the setting of classroom research, the place
where the data are found. I have argued before that, for CR to be possible,
this sctting must be intact, and not expressly set up for the purposes of
research. [For van Lier] the central question that L2 classroom research
addresses can be expressed as follows: How to identify, describe and
relate, in intersubjective terms, actions and contributions of participants in
the L2 classroom, in such a way what their significance for language
learning can be understood.

(van Licr 1988: 47)

Extending the theoretical bases of the research

I belicve that there is some justification in extending the theoretical bases upon
which much of the research rests. Many of the studies in this survey derive their
theoretical rationale from transformational-gencrative grammar (although this is
often more by implication than explicit acknowledgement.) The work of Krashen,
particularly the ’comprehensible input hypothesis’, has also been influential,
although, once again, this is not always explicitly acknowledged.

In particular, it is worth looking to the development of a research agenda
utilising alternative forms of analysis, such as that provided by systemic linguistics
(Halliday 1985). Resecarch based on systemic-functional grammar has provided rich
insights into the development of oral and written language in first language
classrooms. For example, it has demonstrated the value of explicit instruction in the
generic structure of texts for the mastery of different types of writlen texts (see, for
cxample, Christic 1985; Hammond 1990). Most of this work has been carried out
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in first language classrooms, and it is worth extending this to second language
contexts. (There is some evidence that this is in fact beginning to bappen. See, for
example, Mohan, forthcoming).

of research t technique etho

There is also a need to extend the range of research tools, techniques and
methods, adopting and adapting these where appropriate from content classroom
research. (See Nunan 1989 for techniques, such as verbal protocols, stimulated
recall and seating chart observation records, and for examples of their use in
exploring language classrooms.) Allied to this is the desirability of using more than
one instrument to obtain multiple perspectives on the phenomena under
investigation. From the data presented in Tables 1, 2 and 3, it can be seen that only
a handful of studies utilised more than two instruments.

One particularly underutilised method is the case study which, while it is
associated in mainstream educational research with ethnographic research (sce, for
example, Barlett, Kemmis and Gillard, 1982), is a research *hybrid’ in that it can
utilize data from a range of sources. In fact, a great deal of research in content
classrooms is of this type. (The classic classroom-based case study is Smith and
Geoffrey 1968, which drew data from a variety of sources, but principally from
participant observation, non-participant observation, introspection and diaries.) The
use of single case research of the type used extensively in speech pathology and
human communication disozders is also worth looking at. In addition, as Larsen-
Freeman and Long point out, there is no reason why SLA research might not utilize
methods from either end of the methodological spectrum. They argue that
longitudinal, naturalistic investigations could be supplemented by elicitation data.

A study utitizing such a hybrid approach is repor:ed in Spada (1990). This
investigation sought to determine (a) how different teachers interpreted theories of
communicative language teaching in terms of their classroom practice, and (b)
whether different classroom practices had any effect on learning outcomes. Three
teachers and their intermediate "communicatively-based" ESL classes were used in
the study. Each class was observed for five hours a day, once a week, over a six-
week period. Students were given a battery of pre- and post-tests including the
Comprehensive English Language Test and the Michigan Test of English Language
Proficiency. The study utilized the COLT obscrvation scheme as well as a
qualitative analysis of classroom activity types. This indicated that one of the
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classes, Class A, differed from the other two in a number of ways. The qualitative
analysis confirmed the class differences, showing, for example, that class A spent
twice as much time on form-based work than class C and triple the time spent by
class B. To investigate whether these differences contributed differently to the
learners L2 proficiency, pre- and post-treatment test scores were compared in an
analysis of covariance. Among other things, results indicated that groups B and C
improved their listening significantly more than group A, despite the fact that class
A spent considerably more time in listening practice than the other classes. T: is
research demonstrates the fact that qualitative observation and analysis were needed
in order to interpret the quantitative results.

One of the persistent issues associated with research methods and paradigrms
concerns the status of knowledge. Despite observations on the complementarity of
qualitative and quantitative research, there is a view that scientific *truth’ is arrived
at through objective, value-free observation and inexorable logic. Medawar, in his
provocative treatise on the scientific method, has this to say:

...we have been brought up to believe that scientific discovery turns upon
the use of a method analogous to and of the same logical stature as
deduction, namely the method of Induction - a logically mechanised
process of thought which, starting from simple declarations of fact arising
out of the evidence of the senses, can lead us with certainty to the truth of
general laws. This would be an intellectually disabling belief if anyone
actually believed it, and it is one for which John Stuart Mill’s methodology
of science must take most of the blame. The chief weakness of Milian
induction was its failure to distinguish between the acts of mind involved
in discovery and in proof. ... If we abandon the idea of induction and draw
a clear distinction beiween having an idea and testing it or trying it out - it
is as simple as that, though it can be put more grandly - then the antitheses
I have been discussing fade away.

(Medawar 1984: 31)

In the introduction to this paper, I suggested that research traditions were value
necutral, that the issue or question should dictate the appropriate procedure.
However, it may well be that a more basic, philosophical orientation will dictate
which questions one considers worth asking in the first place.




v t-orient

A commonly drawn distinction has been drawn between process- and product-
oriented classroom research. Process-oriented studies focus on input and
interaction, while product studies focus on the outcomes of instructional treatment.
The great majority of studies in this survey were process-oriented, looking at such
things as the negotiation of meaning prompted by different types of classroom task
{see, for example, Doughty and Pica, 1986; Brock, 1986; Nunan, 1987a), and the
comprehensibility of input as measured by standardised comprehension measures
{see, for example, Chaudron and Richards 1986). Process-product studies which

look at language gains which result from various forms of input were much less
prominent in the data.

Most process-oriented studies are predicated on hypothesised relationships
between various forms of input/interaction and acquisition and do not attempt to
measure language gains. Doughty and Pica (1986), for example, established that
iwo-way information gap tasks prompted significantly more modified interaction
than one-way information gap tasks, and that small gioup tasks prompted
significantly more modified intcraction than teacher fronted tasks. From this they
argue that group work:

...is enuniently capable of providing students with opportunities to produce
the target language and to modify interaction. In keeping with second
language acquisition theory, such modified interaction is claimed to make
input comprehensible to learners and to lead ultimately to successful
classroom second language acquisition.

(Doughty and Pica 1986: 322)

This type of rescarch does not demonstrate (nor was it intended to demonstrate)
a relationship between modified interaction and language gains. The hypothesised
relationship is predicated on the assumption that the existence of interactional
modifications ensures that the interaction is procecding at a level which maximises
the potential for comprehensible input.

Similarly, the studics by Brock (1986) and Nunan (1987a) indicate that the use
of referential rather than display questions by teachers stimulate the production of
longer and more complex responscs by learners. However, they do not demonstrate
that this actually fucls the acquisition process. (Long and Crookes 1986 did
establish a link between the use of referential questions and expericntial content
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gains. However, the results did not reach statistical significance.) The study by
Spada (1990), and other studies by some of Spada’s colleagues in Canada are
among the few to attempt to establish process-product links.

In addition, it can be argued that many of these so called process oriented
studies are nothing of the sort, that in fact process is treated as product: instances of
negotiatior, wait time, foreigner talk etc., are bundled together and counted, the

inference being the bigger the bundle the better! (van Lier personal
communication).

Genuine process studies are difficult to find, although they are beginning to
appear more frequently in the literature. One such study is that by Freeman
(forthcoming). Freeman began with the question: How does the teacher define
what can or cannot go on in her teaching - how are the boundaries of possibility
constructed and negotiated through the talk and activity of the teacher’s work?
During the course of the investigation the focus shifted, and the question became
"How are authority and control distributed, through pedagogy and interaction, to

build a shared understanding of the subject in question (in this instance French as a
foreign language)?

Freeman became a participant observer in a French as a foreign language
classroom, and his data base included lesson transcripts, field notes and interviews
with the teacher and students. The analysis consists of discursive and interpretive
work on the data base. Freeman concludes from his investigation that:

The process of evolving shared understanding of what to learn and how to
learn it is at the heart of what makes [the teacher’s] classes work. It takes
place against the backdrop of constant social interaction ... and is
intimately tied 10 suaring authority and control. {The teacher] has been
able to make public the process of creating and internalizing the language
preciscly because she allows the talk and activity in her class to be largely
self-regulated. Students come to control themselves in their interactions;
that control goes hand-in-hand with authority over the language. Both
involve the responsibility to an inner sense of rightness for appropriate
behaviour and for accurate language use. This responsibility is individual
and collective. [The teacher] is a resource for the language and a source
for criteria and explanations of correctness. Likewise she is the source of

activity in the classroom and a resource for successful accomplishment of
that activity.

4 20
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Freeman’s study is a valuable addition to the literature on several counts. It
highiightt social and interpersonal aspects of language learning which are often
randomised out of the language learning cquation. It is also an exampie of a
genuine process study. In addition, the shift in focus which occurred during the
course of the investigation reflected an interaction between data and analysis, an
interaction which is not untypical of qualitative research (Kirk and Miller 1986), but
which would be considered "unscientific’ within a strict psychometric paradigm.

Finally, the very questions it poses differ considerably from those generally posed
by SLA research.

A role for the teacher in classroom research

Finally, I should like to suggest that teachers themselves become more actively
involved in the research process. The development of skills in observing and
documenting classroom action and interaction, particularly if these foster the
adoption of a rescarch orientation by teachers to their classrooms, provides a
powerful impetus to professional self-renewal. This is exemplified in the action
research programs described in Nunan (1989). Such an orientation implies a
particular role for the teacher. Itis inconsistent with either the teacher as passive
recipicnt of someone clse’s curriculum, or the notion of teaching as technology. the
teacher researcher is one who is involved in the critical appraisal of ideas and the
informed application of those ideas in the classroom. It is also at odds with the
‘methods’ approach to language teaching with its constant search for the one best
way. The teacher researcher is less concerned with a search for the one best method
than with the exploration of a number of variables in a range of classrooms with a
diversity of learner types. Such exploration may, in fact, reveal that the complex
mix of elements and processes results in variable outcomes and that what works in
one classroom with a particular group of learners may not be as successful in a
different classroom with different learner types.

While such exploration and analysis might add to our basic knowledge of
language learning, such an ideal need not necessarily be the only or even the
primary rationalce for tcacher rescarch. It may be more realistic for teachers to
recreate and test against the reality of their own classrooms claims for published
research. The rescarch literature which is surveyed in this study is a rich source of
ideas on issues, methods and approaches, and many of these studies can stimulate
the teacher to ask what might happen in my particular classrooms with my
particular leamers as a result of a particular intervention? While not wishing to
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denigrate the value of the scientific method, nor to discount the care which many
researchers take to guard against threats to internal and external validity, it is worth
bearing in mind Cronbach’s comment that, "When we give proper weight to local

conditions, any generalization is a working hypothesis, not a conclusion”. (1975
125)

Conclusion

In this paper, I have taken « critical look at the current state of SLA research.
While there have been considerable advances in the field, both methodological and
substantive, there is room for improvement, and I have tried to indicate, in general
terms, where these improvements might be made. In particular, I have suggested
that future research would benefit from the informed incorporation into their design
and exccution of the following five key points:

The implementation of more contextualised research: that is, classroom-
based, as opposed to classtoom-oriented, research.

An extension of the theoretical bases of research agendas.

An extension of the range of research tool, techniques and methods,

adopting and adapting these where appropriate from content classroom
research.

A re-evaluation of the distinction between process-oriented and product-
oriented research.

A more active role for classroom practitioners in applied research.
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A PLACE FOR SECOND LANGUAGE
ACQUISITION IN TEACHER DEVELOPMENT AND
IN TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMMES

Rod Bolitho

Any discussion of the relevance of Second Language Acquisition studies to
teacher training programmes needs to take place within the broader context of the
uneasy relationship between theory and practice in general, and between Applied
Linguistics and English language teaching in particular. This relationship has long
been a matter of concern to those involved in teacher education. Various attempts
to definc it have appeared in recent years Brumfit and Rossner (1982) discuss it in
terms of decision-making, Widdowson’s (1984) view takes the form of a homily,
and a teacher training perspective is offered in Bolitho (1987). Ramani (1987)
offers a route which lcads teachers ‘rom their own practices towards a relevant
"theory’. Teachers often take up cxireme positions, cither deferring totally to theory
or rejecting it out of hand as irrelevant to classroom issues. A position which many
trainers scem to have arrived at and found useful, is that tcachers nced to understand
why certain things work or don’t work in classrooms and why materials writers and
syllabus designers take certain decisions. *Theory’ may provide a part of the
answer to some of those questions, though we cannot always be sure. What js
certain however, is that one very worthwhile aim in teacher education is to turn out
'principled practitioners’: tcachers capable of asking the right questions and
kceping the answers they may get from theory in a robust perspective of their own.
Such a perspective is all the more necessary given the confusion and disagreement
about rescarch findings and language teaching theories in recent years. All too
often, as Krashen (1989) points out, theorists have ’failed to deliver’ and have, in
the process, lost the respect of language teachers.

Yet there are dangers there for all to see. Applied Linguistics is, in many parts
of the world, establishing itself as a kind of parent discipline to language teaching.
Many applied linguists are involved in the training of teachers of English, and the
pursuit of linguistic theory and rescarch is all too often seen as a higher order
activity than tcaching. The more readily teachers acquiesce in this implicd power
structure, the more likely it is that theorists and rescarchers will attempt to sct the
agenda for classroom practicc,
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Conferences and seminars such as this one at RELC in 1991 can often
contribute, unwittingly to the perpetuation of this kind of hierarchy. When
researchers are given a platform to report their findings to an audience consisting
largely of teachers, they carry a great burden of responsibility. It is all too easy to
*blind an audience with science’ and to reveal research findings which are often
derived from contexts quite alicn to the majority of the listeners. The difficulties
involved in carrying out large scale second language acquisition projects mean that
many studics are limited to small groups of learners in well-defined and scmetimes
privileged learning situations. Teachers listen in awed silence to papers presented
by researchers who are clearly expert in their own field, and the terms on which
they can understand are defined by the speakers, not by the listeners. The ’code’
which Sccond Language Acquisitionists have established to facilitate peer
communication is not readily comprchensible to outsider groups, such as teachers.
Very few teachers are versed in the methodology of rescarch at any level. Yet we
are all in the business of communication, and the onus is surely on researchers, as it
is on specialists in any ficld, to find ways of describing their work to a lay audience
with a legitimate interest in it. The reading of academic papers, for example, may
be appropriate in a closed peer group, where everyone accepss it as a convention,
and decoding presents no problems. In a conference where the audience is mixed, it
simply results in miscommunication or even total alienation. When teachers and
theorists or rescarchers meet, it should be an opportunity for genuine dialogue
between professionals of equal standing. Teachers should not come away from
such an encounter feeling guilty (about what they don’t know), belittled, alicnated
or devalued. A decision to attend a confercnce or seminar is, after all, usually not
taken lightly, and underlying it is the expectation that the cvent will contribute to
one’s professional development, though it may be wrong to expect solutions to
problems or classroom recipes {rom such events. In this connection teachers and
trainers will do weil to remember that language teaching has a documented history
stretching back, according to Kelly (1969) for 25 centurics whereas Second
Language Acquisition has been recognised as a discipline for barely 25 years
(though there have, of course, been many theories of language acquisition over the
centuries). Surely such accumulated classroom experience is worth something!

Teacher cducators, too, have a perspective on seminars of this sort, and on
theories of Second Language Acquisition. This is a ficld which has had a
considerable impact on language teaching in recent years, largely through the
popular appeal of Krashen's ideas. His *input hypothesis” and ’monitor model’,
allicd to his views on learners’ crrors presented persuasively not only in print
(Krashen 1982) butalso on television, to mass audicnces, demanded our attention
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since they seemed to have obvious implications for classroom practice. Many
teachers found his notions of *comprehensible input’ and errors as ’stepping stones
on the way to learning’ to be relevant and attractive. Indeed, these ideas, partly
rcalised in Asher’s *Total Physical Response’ Method, described in Asher (1969),
formed the basis of a major national teacher training project in Indonesia (see
Tomlinson 1990 for a full account). The prominence accorded to Krashen’s ideas
understandably led to criticism, too. Not everyone was so easily persuaded, and
intuitive doubts were expressed at a very early stage (see , for example, Lowe
1983), to be followed later by more carefully elaborated positions (see, for example,
Ellis 1985). Most of the objections are to the speculative nature of Krashen’s ideas,
which are not grounded in research. Those concernes with the education or training
of language teachers nced to decide how these arguments and counter-arguments
can best be presented to teachers and trainee teachers who are primarily concerned
with classroom-level decisions. In short, they have to decide how and in what
measure to refer to Second Language Acquisition in teacher education programmes.

In a later book, Krashen (1989) refers to the relationship between research and
practice with the help of a diagram which is reproduced here (Fig. 1)

Theoretical SLA Applied SLA
Research Research

Language
Teaching
Methods

{rom Krechen (1989 46)




He argues the case for the theorist (himself, for example!) as a mediator
between research findings and classroom practice. (It is fair to state that he
recognises there are many other areas of enquiry which inform language teaching
apart from Second Language Acquisition, and that teachers’ own insights and
intuitions are of value.) But his diagram is based on a ’top-down’ view (look at the
arrows!) and takes no obvious account of the ways in Which teacher educators also
have to mediate betwecen research findings and theory on the one hand, and
classroom practice un the other. Those other areas of enquiry (linguistics,
lexicography, humanistic psychology ctc) are important to language teacher
educators, and Second Language Acquisition has to take its place among them on a
crowded teacher education syllabus. In the light of this, a legitimate question is:
which areas of Second Language Acquisition should we focus on in our
programmes, where time is so limited? For the time being the following areas seem
relevant to both initial and in-service programmes, partly because of the attention
they have attracted, and partly because they have clearly identifiable practical
implications:

- interlanguage and errors

- learning vs acquisition

- leamning styles and learning strategies (though Sccond Language Acquisition
rescarch is only one piece in the jigsaw here)

In addition, on some in-service programmes, where the focus is on continuing
professional development, it scems appropriate to broach the issuc of classroom
research, though here again, Second Language Acquisition is only onc possible arca
on which to focus attention,

Having decided which aspects of Second Language Acquisition to include in
the course, the teacher educator needs to decide how to present them and (in many
cases) who should present them. Taking the latter question first, and given the
problems outlined carlier in this paper over teachers’ relationship with rescarch, 1
would like to advance the view that those engaged in 7escarch are not always best
equipped to teach in their own disciplinc arca on training courses. It may scem
exciting to study in a research-oriented unit where frontiers arc being pushed back,
but it is not necessarily healthy for teachers and trainess. Indced, thére are many
good reasons why the language teaching profession should not react too quickly to
research findings. Changes in syllabus, materials and methods, if perceived as
being top-down and too frequent, cause difficulty and even distress for lcarners and
teacher alike. The natural *home’ of Second Language Acquisition research work is
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in Departments of Linguistics or Psychology, whercas most teacher training is
rightly carried out in Faculties or Colleges of Education.

Itis, however, all too easy, in many institutions, for those running training
courses to assume that the only way to deal with Second Language Acquisition is to
"buy in’ the services of a specialist who may then find it difficult to present the
subject in an accessible way. The alternative is for the trainer (whose main
Language Acquisition studies into the course. This places the onus on trainers to
keep reasonably up to date with research findings through the literatuic, and to
interpret them for the purposes of their trainees. Trainers may also wish to provide
their trainces with a basic grounding in classroom research, in order to empower
them to conduct their own investigations when the neecd arises. I believe this
mediating role to be vitally important if practitioners’ *blocks’ about research are to
be overcome, and if practical concerns are to be successfully articulated to
researchers.

The other question ("how to deal with a Second Language Acquisition
comporent on a training course’) is then rather easier to answer. Many trainers are
aware of the value of building on the existing experience of their trainees as a
starting point from which theoretical issues can be approached. Indeed, it has often
been stated that most teachers and learners have their own ’theory’ of language
leamning, usually more implicit than explicit. Part of a trainer’s responsibility is to
encouragée trainees to articulate this *theory’.

Using this as a basis, trainers can consider an approach which integrates SLA
work into an experiential learning cycle such as the one illustrated in Fig. 2.,
derived from models proposed by Gibbs and Habeshaw (1989) and Dennison and
Kirk (1990) (though there are other similar models elsewhere in the literature of
pedagogy).

A
Expericnce Refleet
A+ 1 Apply Learn

Process Fig.2

e r /
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In an INSET session on Errors and Interlanguage, for example, the trainer
might start by asking teachers to describe their attitudes to learners’ errors and their
current classroom practices. Teachers could be encouraged to compare their
practices with those of colleagues (i.e. reflecting on their own experience). The
trainer would then summarise key issues and unresolved questions before asking
trainees to read a couple of accessible extracts from teachers’ handbooks, e.g. Edge
(1989) or Corder (1981) or from background literature, €.g. Krashen (1982) (the
learning stage). Teachers could then be asked to reassess their own attitudes and
practices in the light of this new input (the *processing’ stage, much of which may
happen after the course), thereby arriving at a new position which they will go on to
apply in their own classrooms. So they will have absorbed useful insights from
SLA which will have played a part in moving them from their original position A
in the diagram) to a revised position (A + 1 in the diagram). This may entail a
revised attitude to the treatment of learners’ errors based on an enhanced
understanding of their status and significance. In arriving at this new position, they
have had their own views heard and respected, and have been encouraged not to
abandon them completely but to modify them where appropriate in the light of the
interpreted research findings. Appendix One consists of a training sequence based
on this approach. On a pre-service course, a similar approach could be taken, using
the trainces’ views of error as language learners as the experiential starting point.
In either case, the model allows theory and researck findings to be assimilated

digestibly into the overall methodology of training courses and to be kept in
scnsible perspective.

If trainers are tc play this kind of mediating role successfull,, and if teachers
and researchers arc to develop a healthy and sensible working relationship, certain
conditions will have to be met.

To start with, Krashen’s d*agram could uscfully be modified (as in fig. 3)
to imply two-way dialogue rather than one-way transmission, and to take
account of insights fromi other fields. Researchers often call for co-
operation from teachers, whose leamers are needed as subjects of research,
and they frequently urge teachers to give attention to their findings. They
have no particular right to expect this of teachers unless they are prepared
to listen as well. 1t is as legitimate for teachers to make demands on
rescarchers (e.g. by helping to establish a rescarch agenda) as it is for
researchers to influence what goes on in classrooms. Teacher trainers,
many of whom spend a fair amount of time observing in classrooms, may
have a uscful perspective to offer here, too. An example might be useful.
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Teachers, particularly in a region like S.E. Asia, understandably get weary
of hearing the results of small-scale SLA studies carried out in classroom
contexts which are almost totally unrecognisable to them. Is it really
unreasonable to ask researchers to turn their attention to larger scale
studies in underprivileged classrooms?

Successful two-way communication depends on mutual comprehensibility.
Most teachers talk in terms that researchers can readily understand. Many
researchers have become used to talking in terms which are only
comprehensible to other researchers. The register of research is remote
and inaccessible to many teachers. The onus here is on researchers. When
invited to address conference and seminar audiences consisting largely of
teachers, they need to present their ideas in an accessible way, in terms
which will make sense to teachers. It simply will not do to give the same
paper as they gave at the last specialist SLA conference in the same way.

Following on from this, there is a point to be made about literature.
Comparatively few books on SLA are written in terms that teachers can
readily understand. Krashen (1989), Ellis (1985) and, with some

reservations, Littlewood (1984) are notable exceptions. In such a fast-
developing area (in which we hear that Krashen’s theories, for example,
are already ’old hat’), therc is a need for regular ’state-of-the-art’
publication in non-intimidating language, to allow all those with a
legitimate interest in ideas from research to assess them on their own
terms. If researchers wish to be taken seriously outside their limited
circuit, they will have to take responsibility for producing this kind of
intermediate literature, which teacher trainers need if they are to deal with
SLA successfully on their courses.

There is a crying need for more teacher training material in the field of
SLA. Selinker and Gass (1984), now szdly out of print, is an example of
immediately usable training material on the form of awareness-raising
tasks based on samples of learner language. Trainers nced banks of this
type of task-based material, both for class use and for sclf-access purposcs.
A fruitful joint project for a trainer and a researcher, perhaps?
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Research Research
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Oother areas of theory, practice and enquiry

If our aim in teacher education is to train our trainees, pre-service and in-
service, to be ’principled practitioners’, we need to help them to ask the right
questions, to arrive at a better understanding of the whys and wherefores of
successful language learning, to resist the attractions of panaceas and recipe-type
solutions, and to lay the foundations for continuing professional development. If
SLA researchers are to claim a role on this valuable process, they must understand

how best to play it. Trainers need principled support, not confusing messages from
the world of research.

It has been the purpose of this paper to identify and discuss some of the causes
of such confusion and to attempt to describe the kind of support which might be
most useful.
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Appendix

Sample In-Service Training Material

LEARNERS ' ERRORS

What do you do about errors in your learners' spoken English? Tick
any box(es) that apply to you.

correct them all
correct some of them
ignore them
just point them out
get my learners to correct each other
get them to self-correct whenever possible
I never let them make any errors in the first place

Other strategles (please specify)

L]
]
L]
L]
[ ]
]
L]
[ 1

How do you feel about errors in your learners' spoken English? Tick
any box(es) that apply to you.

I get irritated by my learners' errors

I feel despondent about all the errors they make

I am sometimes confused by their errors: there seems
to be no pattern

I feel responsible for their errors
It's my duty as a teacher to correct errors
I 1like correcting my learner's errors

I dislike correcting my learner's errors

I'm afraid that errors which are left uncorrected will
be passed on to other learners

Other feelings (please specify)

D I I I R AP T
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3. Look at this dialogue written as a composition exercise by a learner.
Correct it, ready to return, as if she were one of your own students.

A DIALOGUE BETWEEN JUHA AKO JOHN
IN A TELEPHONE

Juma: Hallo!

Telephone operator: Hallo! What ¢o you want me to do for you?

Juea: I want to talk to John please.

what is your name?

Telephone operator:

Juma: [ am Juma Ali.

Telephone operator: Ah! Juma! Okay wait for not more thaa thirty

miautes.
John: Hallo! dear friend.
Juma: Hallo John. How are you?
Joha: I am quite fane.
Juma: I hope you are not surprised for a call at thas

time. I have good news for you but first will you
be free this evening.

Joha: [ don’'t think,

Juma: I have a very urgeat message for you 5O because
you will not be free don't dream of getting that
chance aqain.

John: Oh! o Juma. Yes | have gotten an idea I will
ask my friend to replace me for sometime.

Juma: Good. That 1is 2 gord and a reasonable idea. 1
love that. That is wiy I love you John.

Both: Ha! ha! ha! (Both laighed simultaneously).

Now work in groups of 4 and discuss your various approaches to
correcting this plece of work. Note down any interesting differences
of opinion to report back to the whole group. Stay in these groups
of & for steps -6 which now follow.

6 %9
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How do you think learners feel about their errors:

a) in spoken English?
b) in written English?

What do your learners do about their errors

a) in spoken English?
b) in written English?

wWhat significance do errors have in the educational system of your
country

a) for teachers? ¢) for learners' parents?
b) for learners? d) in examinations?

Follow-up
The Course members iow divide into two groups (A +B)

Everyone in Group A receives a copy of 2 extracts from Krashen (1982)
pp T4-76 and pp 116-119.

Everyone in Group B receives an extract from Edge (1989) pp 1-17.

Working in pairs within each group, prepare 5 key reading
comprehension questions on each extract. When you've done this, get
together with a pair from the other group and exchange your texts and
questions. Try out and comment on the questions you have been set.

Further Reading

Johnson's 1988 article

Hurphy's 1986 article

The rest of Edge's book

The rest of Krashen's book

Corder (1981) 1f you'd really like to know more about Error Analysis




DIMENSIONS IN THE ACQUISITION OF
ORAL LANGUAGE

Martin Bygate and Don Porter
Introduction

This paper is a preliminary exploration of two questions: what is the effect of
task familiarity on language production; and, more generally, in what ways does
oral production on a given task improve? It reports a small pilot study for a larger

investigation as part of the Oral Language Proficiency Project under way at
Reading.

Curiously, although there has been enormous expansion in second language
acquisition studies over the last twenty years, little attention has been paid to task-
based development. Research in the seventies concentrated largely either on

ethnographic studies aimed at understanding communicative competence, or on
understanding child language acquisition. Since the early cighties, a major
development in the context of language teaching and applied language studies has
been to explore the nature of language use on specific tasks (cf. Brown & Yule,
1983; Bygate, 1987, 1988; Faerch & Kasper, 1983; Long & FPorter, 1985). While
the focus of these studies (and others) has quite rightly emphasised the patterns of
language use, most writers have also recognised the need to widen the focus to
study the nature of task-based development (eg. Long, 1989), since what matters
most to us as teachers is the relationship between task and language development.
This relationship is the focus of the present paper.

1.1 Previous Studies

Child language acquisition studies have already to some extent pursued this
line. Snow (1987) studied the use of language in typical contexts (of expianation
and definition) while Bruner (1983) reported a major project on the role of recurrent
context in early child language acquisition. This field constitutes a rich varicty of
directions to explore in second language acquisition. The present paper limits itself
to a consideration of the nature of improved performance on a given task, and the
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extent to which this can be attributed to the familiar "task-practice" effect.
Improvement here will be investigated on two dimensions - quantitative formal
measures; and a small number of measures of fluency.

Various writers have explored characteristics of oral production on given tasks,
although not from a developmental point of view. Long & Porter (1985) reviewed
studies cxploring the relationship between the incidence of negotiation of meaning
and task type. Anderson (1985) reported a study in which task type influenced both
listener involvement and speakers’ performance. Faerch & Kasper (1983) included
a range of studies focusing on L2 performance in which tasks are the independent
variable. Most of those studies however were attempting to develop an inventory of
strategies used in an arbitrary range of tasks. In a more controlled study, Poulisse &
Schils (1989) reported a task effect in the use of communication strategies.

The negotiation of meaning and communication strategics are not however the
only areas of interest for task-bascd rescarch. In L1 studies, Tannen (1980) reported
differences between the way Greek and American speakers carry out a narrative
task. Using the same task as Tannen, Chafe (1980) analysed linguistic features of
fluent production of L1 spoken discourse.

Such work has been less frequent in L2 studies. However, Dechert (1983)
reported the performance of a non-native speaker describing a picture story from the
point of view of the speaker’s fluency. Lennon (1990) provides a rare
developmental study, specifically of non-native speaker fluency, in which however
the task type is uncontrolled conversational interaction. It could be argued that such
studics arc of potential usc for an understanding of the dimensions of the
development of fluency, but they are nevertheless some distance from applicability
in teacher intervention. It is because tasks are a key clement of teacher intervention
(see L.ong, 1989; Nunan, 1989) that it scems of particular interest to observe how
language performance develops, with the task being the controlled variable.

1.2 Effects of Task Familiarity

A well-known paper by Goldmann-Eisler (1961) reported the effect on pausing
of the preplanning of a story-telling task. Goldmann-Eisler was able to show
reduction in the amount of pausing as spcakers were allowed more planning time.
A more general argument concerning the nature of what might be called the practice
effect has been proposed by Elinor Ochs (1979). The distinction between spoken
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and written language, she argues, is less illuminating than that between planned and
unplanned speech. the characteristics of planned speech are closer t9 those of
written text, with fewer editing features and, as Goldmann-Eisler showed, probably
with less pausing. It could therefore be argued that one of the factors promoting

proficient performance (which would include fluency) would be familiarity with the
task.

The argument would illuminate the foreign language learner’s experience in
various ways. For onc thing, familiarity with a task would mean that a learner
would have less work to do in planning the message. Familiarity with the
information to be communicated would reduce the work invoived in planning
individual messages. And familiarity with its organisation would in prir ‘ale

improve overall planning and execution. The effect would be to improve
performance.

There may be two major effects of task familiarity. One effect might be greater
fluency. Alternatively, if fluency were not gained, there might be a gain in
accuracy or in lexico-grammatical range. The question then is, how does
performance improve, and does performance on a given task improve in the same
way as performance on other tasks at the same point in time? Answers to questions
of this sort could be expected to be of interest to teachers and testers, since such
information would help to predict the kind of effect on performance of carrying out
familiar rather than unfamiliar tasks. Tcachers as well as testers could use this
information in selecting tasks. This approach could also contribute to our

understanding of language use. These then are the purposes of the study reported in
this paper.

1.3 Focus on Analysis

Two important arcas of intercst in oral language performance are the language

used, and the fluency of production. A number of measures of performance have
been used in the past.

With respect to the language produced, development could be looked for in the
overall organisation of the discourse (cg. narrative or descriptive structure, cf. Linde
& Labov, 1975); in the syntactic units employed by speakers (cg. T-units or c-units,
cf. Crookes, 1990; sentence complexity cf. Crystal, Fletcher & Garman, 1976); in
the range of expressions and lcxical items (range of vocabulary); in the incidence of
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grammatical error; and in the ability to handle on-line problems of expression
(communication strategies). A thorough attempt to understand language
development would need to take account of all thcse dimensions. This report will
limit its observations to a discussion of complexity in vocabulary range and
complexity in clause-structure. The assumption would be that a person repeating a
familiar task would be more likely to demonstrate more complex language: a wider
range of vocabulary, more subordinate clauscs, and greater clausal quantity than
when doing an unfamiliar task.

Fluency can be identified through analysis of the incidence of pausing, and
through the occurrence of repair (see Lennon, 1990, for a similar approach). It

would be worth considering for a moment how fluency might be seen to develop
with task familiarity.

Dechert (1983) suggests that speakers develop particular sequences of language
which are uttered with greater fluency and less pausing, which he terms "isiands of
rcliability”. In his view, the speaker may have difficulty marshalling language to
movce from one area to another, and the transitions are marked by greater pausing
and hesitation. Dechert’s task is the one vsed in the present study.

[t should be stressed here that it is in no sense our view that pausing is a mark
of non-native speaker dysfluency and therefore something to be eradicated from
Icarncr language. Beattie (1980), examining native speaker recordings, suggested
that in certain kinds of oral performance (tutorials), speakers will alternate between
fluent and dysfluent passages of speech. However, the explanation provided by
Beattic for the dysfluent sections is not that these indicate inadequate proficiency
but rather the fact that at certain points in the discourse, speakers need to undertake
general long term (“distal™) message planning. Once the speaker has sorted out the
direction of the message, fluent speech can be resumed. Thus, as Fulcher (1987)
points out, hesitation and pausing is characteristic of native speaker talk. However,
since pausing can be scen as a function of the planning load, the effect of task-
familiarity on pausing in non-native speech is worth some study.

Indices of increased fluen~y may take different forms. For our present
purposcs we will limit our obscrvations to the amount of pausing, and the amount of
self-repair, the prediction being that both pausing and sclf-repair would decrease, at

least up te a point, with increasing task familiarity (see Lennon 1990 for a
contrasting finding).
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2. The Study

A pilot study was set up at the University of Reading to examine the effects on
performance of repeating a task. Non-native students were interviewed in Autumn
1990 (Time 1) and then again three months later (Time 2). Subjects were students
of different language backgrounds who wcre studying on preparatory EAP courses
at Reading. They were interviewed by experienced native-speaker interviewers.
On both occasions the students were asked a range of general questions about their
studies and reasons for choosing Reading as a suitable place for higher academic
work, and were then asked by their interviewer to describe a short picture story used
in Dechert 1983. On the second occasion, when the first story was familiar to them,
the students were also asked to recount a new picture story. Interview sessions
were audio- and video-recorded, and the recordings transcribed and analysed.

Comparisons were made between students’ performance on story 1 at times 1
and 2, and between their performances on stories 1 and 2 at time 2. Four subjects
were selected from a larger sample for this initial report. The purpose of the study
then is to see whether any changes in the telling of the story 1 by time 2 are
attributable to familiarity with the story, or v/hether those changes can also be found
in the telling of story 2.

2.1 Units of Analysis
The transcripts were analysed using the following measures.

1. Individual pauses: filled, unfilled:
instances of consecutive filled and unfilled pauses count as a single
unit of dysfluency - the argument being that filling is simply a way of
extending a pause; this will contribute to the total amount of pause
time but will not reflect the number of decision points; pausing is
therefore taken as an indication of the number of selection or access
problems encountered by the speaker.

2. Repairs including:
false staris, repetitions of words or utterances, incomplete
fragments,redundant repeated words are counted individually - this
reflects the speaker’s uncertainty about the lexical decision; a
repetition of a word may occur in order to maintain discoursce
coherence both for speaker and listencr where the speaker has paused
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and not found a more suitable lexical item; such a repetition may not
have the same function as repetition without a preceding pause which
may simply be providing thinking time before producing the following
string; nonetheless pause+repetition can reasonably be interpreted as a
mark of dysfluency since it signals the need to recover coherence in
the interlocutor’s short-termt memory in the case of a word change, the
dysflucncy is in the speaker’s slow and inaccurate lexical accessing.
Whole utterances are counted as single units of dysfluency where they
repeat or rephrase a message which was already expressed in an
immediately preceding sequence of discourse (individual words are
not counted, even though it could be that the longer the repetition the
more covert planning time may be being created); repetitions are not
taken into account where these occur at other points in the discourse
with a diffcrent discourse function.

3. Vocabulary complexity:

type: token ratio was calculated in this study using number of fluent
words as the total number of tokens.

4. Syntactic complexity:
syntactic complexity was gauged by calculating the ratios of:
a) total number of words to the number of finite clauses;
b) number of subordinate clauses to the number of main clauses;
c) the total number of clauses.

2.2 Hypotheses
The Hypotheses were as follows:
H1 There would be fewer indices of dysfluency as identified under section

2.1.2 above in the retelling of story 1 than on the two tellings in unfamiliar
mode (story 1 at time 1, and story 2)

H2 There would be a wider range of vocabulary items, and greater syntactic
complexity as measured by incidence of main and subordinate finite
clauscs, in familiar mode than in unfamiliar mode.
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3 Results

Results on the two sets of measures are presented in Tables 1 and 2.

Table 1: Comparison of fluency measures on the three tasks

TASK 1(1) TASK 1(2) TASK 2

Ratio pauses: S1 .40 .24 .22
no. of words S2 .27 .11 .23
s3 .18 .19 .10

Ratio repairs:Sl .42 .17 .38
no. of words 82 .13 .07 .12
83 .09 .08 .08

Total sl .82 .41 .80
82 . 40 .18 .35
83 .27 .28 .18

Table 2: Comparison of complexity measures on the three tasks

TASK 1(1) TASK 1(2) TASK 2

Vocab ratio .63 .65 .63
type:token . 45 .34 .44

.36 .32 .31

Clause ratio .0 .00 .58
no. words: .07 .28 .88
no. clauses .60 .73 .00

Claugse ratio .08 .00 .00
subord: main .08 .29 .14
clauses .07 .50 .12

No. of 14 12 11
clauses 15 22 16

15 20 21
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3.1 Interpretation and Discussion

3.1.1 Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 would predict lower ratios on Task 1(2) than in the other two
columns in Table 1. The total figures do indeed tend to support this hypothesis for
Students 1 and 2. Student 3 however goes against the trend. Her ratios are virtually
the same for task 1(1) and 1(2), and both are higher than for task 2. That is to say,
she is more fluent on task 2 with which she is unfamiliar. Student 3 may differ
from the other two students in terms of general proficiency, and we might note that
she is from Sri Lanka where English is widely used as a second language. The
other two students are from EFL backgrounds. In their case, fluency is highest in
the familiar mode (ie. task 1(2)).

Students 1 and 2 perform consistently more fluently on tasks 1(2) and 2 than on
1(1), both with respect to a decrease in repair anc in pauses. While we can of
course make only the most tentative of remarks about these results, they first
suggest an overall improvement over the 3 month period. It is worth noting that in

the casc of Student 1, the improvement with respect to pausing appears to be
generalised in the same strength from familiar to unfamiliar tasks. However, for
Student 1 on pauses, and both Students 1 and 2 on repairs, the increase in fluency is
very limited on the unfamiliar task. In other words, there is some evidence not only
to support the hypothesis that fluency will be positively influenced by task

familiarity, but also to suggest that learning will be potentizted by familiarity of
task.

3.1.2 Hypothesis 2

A sccond way in which task familiarity could be expected to influence
performance is in the increase of linguistic complexity. Hypothesis 2 allows for the
fact that the degree of increase in complexity may be enhanced by task familiarity.
It remains an open question whether fluency and complexity improve
simultancously. It could be that one would improve at the expense of the other.

Taking the results student by student, Student 2 improved in complexity on all
measures on both familiar and unfamiliar tasks at time 2, with the exception of
vocabulary type-token ratio. (Indeed one might note at this point that the type-




token measure of vocabulary range, does not reveal any notable trend in
improvement for any of the students. This could be because no improvement took
place in vocabulary range or because this is not a sufficicntly sensitive measure for
this purpose.) In addition, Student 2 showed a notable familiarity effect on task
1(2) which is consistent with hypothesis 2. This student appears to have improved
therefore both in terms of fluency and linguistic complexity.

It is striking that Student 3 becomes more cconomical in terms of words over
the three tasks, while at the same time improving in the number and complexity of
clauscs. A familiarity effect may have been responsible for the high incidence of
subordinatc clauses in task 1(2). The suggestion might be that this learner has
improved principally in terms of syntactic performance.

Finally, with regard to Student 1, we note a lack of improvement in terms of
linguistic complexity on all of the mcasures in table 2. This suggests that this
student’s improvement can be largely located in her increased fluency.

Conclusion

Two main suggestions could be made on the basis of this preliminary study.
All relate to possible differences between learners. First of all, Student 3 seems
largely immune to the cffect of familiarity in all except clause subordination. The
other two students on the other hand do scem to respond to the familiarity of the
task.

Sccondly, we would note that while Student 3 scems to improve mainly in
terms of linguistic complexity, Student 1 seems to improve only in terms of fluency,
and Student 2 scems to improve on both sets of measures. This suggests that there
could be at least three different patterns of oral language development; in fluency,
in linguistic complexity, or in both.

Various other variables will need consideration. For onc thing, is there a
ceiling cffect on a given task; at what point does maximum fluency setin? A
further point concerns the possible effects of more concentrated practice rescmbling
the kind provided by tcachers. And finally it remains to be scen what results will
emerge from the study of a larger sample.
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THE LEARNER’S EFFORT IN THE LANGUAGE
CLASSROOM

N S Prabhu

It is normal in the discussion of language pedagogy to focus attention either on
teaching activities or on learning theories. In discussing teaching activities, we are
concerned with what the teacher does or gets done by learners in the classroom and,
at a remove, with what supports, demands or constrains the teacher’s work, in the
form of syllabuses and materials. In the discussion of learning theories, we are
concerned with what might happen to the learner’s language ability as a result of
such teaching activities or, more widely, as a result of encounter with the language
anywhere. These two areas of pedagogic discussion can be said to constitute two
dimensions of the notion of a ‘method’: a method is, on one dimension, a set of
classroom procedures for the teacher to carry out and, on another dimension, a
concept or theory of language learning which informs or justifies those teaching
procedures. Accordingly, we classify different views or formulations of language

pedagogy as different methods, i.c. different combinations of teaching procedure
and learning theory.

There is, however, one other aspect of language pedagogy which can usefully
be brought under focus and, when examined, can reveal a meaningful basis for
linking teaching activities and leaming theories. This has to do with the naturc of
the learner’s effart in carrying out classroom activities - not with the teacher’s effort
or intention in setting the activitics, nor with the hypothesised psychological impact
of those activitics, but simply with what the learner has to do to perform them
successfully. The form of an activity set by the teacher does not always indicate
correclly the nature of the effort demanded of the leamner in its performance, and the
leacher’s intentions about the learner’s effort may often be at variance with the
actual cffort the learner has to make. Any impact that a teaching activity has on the
learner’s language development, however, has to be the result of what the learner
does, rather than of what the tecacher does or intends the learner to do. An
examination of the learncr’s effort is thus of some importance in relating teaching
activitics to Iearning theories.

The purposc of this paper is to identify different forms of cffort by the lcarner
in the language classroom, and to suggest what may be called a broad typology of
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learner effort. I will also try to point out the possible benefits of bringing such a
typology to bear on the discussion of teaching activities and learning theories.

Imitation versus Cerebration.

Let me begin with a very general distinction between two types of effort by the
learner, which I will call ‘imitation’ and ‘cerebration’. Imitation is a matter of the
learner attempting to do, as accurately as possible, what the teacher docs in an
exemplary role - such as producing a sound or pattern of sounds as exemplified,
repeating words or seniences, altering sequences of words as demonstrated, copying
strings of words or sertences from the textbook or blackboard into a note book, or
conforming to a given format of writing (such as the format of a letter or job
application). The effort is to achicve a close resembiance to the model provided - to
conform to it as completely as possible. The language learner imitates the
behaviour of the language knower in order to become a language knower
himsclf/herself, in duc course. Cercbration, in contrast, involves the lcarner
thinking things out - finding ways of distinguishing between sounds or sound
sequences, looking for workable rules for putting together word sequences, puzzling
out reasons why sentences are right or wrong, 2pplying given rules to make choices
between alternatives, guessing the mearing of a word, making the most scnse of
what is heard or read, performing a picce of reasoning on the strength of what is
known or can be inferred, or putting meaning across as well as can be done with
available resources of language. Cercbration is essentialiy effort to cope with
problems - to make sensc, to work things out, and to put solutions to a test. The
language leamner attempts to become a language knower, not by copying the latter’s

language behaviour, but by constructing the knowledge-system that underlies that
behaviour.

There have, as we know, been pedagogic approaches which aimed primarily, or
exclusively, at e effort of imitation by the Iearner. Tke audio-lingual method was,
at onc stage, more frankly labelled as the mimicry-memorization (‘mim-mem’)
method,and the term ‘language drill’ clearly refers to an activity in which the
learner is called on to imitate repeatedly and quickly. Dialogues have been used to
get learners to imitate longer stretches of language, and therc are modernised
versions of the same basic activity today, in the form of role-play activitics. There
have also been pedagogic activitics aiming mainly or entircly at the cffort of
cercbration by the learner. The grammar-translation method of the past century,
and the classical-scholastic procedures that preceded them, both involved getting
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learners to puzzle out parts of the language system, as did later teaching procedures
which were labelled ‘cognitive-code’. These approaches too have their modernised
versions, in the form of ‘grammatical consciousness-raising’, ‘focused learning’,
‘instructed language acquisition’ and task-based teaching. Indeed, one way of
understanding the periodical pendulum swings in the history of language pedagogy
is to see the profession as moving its bets, as it were, between the effort of imitation
and the effort of cerebration (or hedging its bets between the two in some way).

While imitation and cerebration can be related relatively easily to different
teaching approaches, it is less straightforward to relate them to different learning
theories. On the face of it, imitation implies the theory that language learning is a
matter of copying the language knower - with some effort to begin with, but with
less and less effort as recurrent attempts are made, leading eventually in an
effortless, automatic copying of the behaviour involved. This is the familiar notion
of habit-forming as a process of language learning. Similarly, cerebration seems to
imply the theory that language learning is a conscious process of rule-discovery and
rule-application, the rules discovered at différent stages eventually forming a less
conscious knowledge-system able to support language behaviour. This is the notion
of learning a language by internalizing its grammar. However, this is only an
obvious interpretation. Itis ecqually possible to see imitation as a facilitator of
internal grammar construction: repeated copying of a piece of language, it can be
argued, brings about a subconscious abstraction of its structural features, leading to
rule-formation. The fact that the learner’s effort consists of imitation need not mean
that language-learning itself, or later language-use, is a matter of mere imitation.
Indeed, if one lonks at the carly ideas of language drills and habit-formation,
devcloped by suca thinkers as Harold Palmer in the carly part of this century, one
can sce the notion that a ‘habit’ is in fact a principle of sentence-construction, or
pattern, abstracted subconsciously from the set of sentences imitated, and
employed thereafter to construct new sentences (Palmer, 1921). Imitation, therefore,
may well be thought of as a favourable condition for internal system-development,
far from being a denial of it. Similarly, cercbration necd not imply the theory that
fanguage-learning is a process of conscious grammar-construction which then
becomes a subconscious knowledge system. There can be forms of cerebration
which do not focus at all on the language as such; and even forms of cercbration
*vhich do focus on language can be viewed as mercly favourable circumstances, or
useful triggers, to a process of subconscious grammar-development, as done in
arguments for grammatical conscious-raising (Rutherford, 1987).
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There is, in passing, one area of language pedagogy where imitation points
clearly to the theory that learning is a matter of copying behaviour. Iam referring
to the teaching of language for specific purposes, that is to say, the teaching of
specific, and limited, language for specific, and limited, use. If limiting the learner
to specific forms, samples or uses of 1anguage is seen as creating favourable
circumstances for internal system development, there would in effect be a claim
about the possibility of limited internal systems, delimitable by pedagogic decision
- a claim larger than has been made in the discussion of specific-purpose language
teaching. Therefore, teaching language for specific purposes must mean getting the
learner to copy the typical behaviour of language-users in specific situations, with
imitation as the most relevant learner-effort. The teaching of limited language thus
implics what may be called a limited theory of language learning - one which
regards copying as the [zarning process.

Reproduction versus Simulation.

Let me now go on to a further distinction in learner effort, within the category
which I have called imitation. I would like to distinguish between imitation of the
language form itself, which I will call ‘reproduction’, and imitation of language
behaviour with attention to its context, which I will call ‘simulation’. Reproduction
thus aims at linguistic accuracy or approximation in the act the copying, while
simulation aims at a match between language form and its context, i.e. at
appropriacy. The Kinds of activity that are normally called language-practice, or
perhaps uncontextualised language practice - such as a repetition drill, the use of a
substitution table, memorization and recall of language samples, sentence
construction on a given model, some forms of heavily guided composition (which
make copying look like composing) - arc all a matter of reproduction, in the way I
am using the term. Many kinds of activity which arc referred to as communicative
practice, or ‘structural practice with functional honesty’, to use Jobnson’s (1982:
109) term - such as role-playing a given dialogue, making choices between given
expressions in the light of such requircments as politencss and formality, writing a
letter, report or job application by imitating a given model - are all a matter of
simulation. In reproduction, learners are occupied with linguistic forms; in
simulation, they arc occupicd with what may be regarded as an indexing of
linguistic forms with their communicative values or functions. Reproduction can be
said to lcad to the ability, as Newmark (1966) saw it, to ask a stranger for a light
with "do you have a light?”, "Do you have f{ire?" or "Arc you a match’s owner?",
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while simulation is meant to lead to a choice of "Do you have a light?" or "Got a
match?" in preference to the other expressions.

Reproduction has clearly been a central part of the Structural Approach to
language pedagogy, though it has had a stricter adherence in the Audiolingual
Method, arising from the work of Fries and Lado, than in the Situational Method
-advocated by Hornby, which represented some attempt at simulation. Arguments
for a central place for simulation have been advanced, and accepted fairly widely, in
the last 20 years, under the label Communicative Approach. Following normal
rhetorical tactics, the Communicative Approach has been presented as a challenge
to the Structural Approach and as a radical replacement for it. It is therefore
important to realise that replacing the Structural Approach with the Communicative
Approach is, in terms of learner effort, replacing reproduction with simulation. The
general nature of the learner’s effort is still imitation - a matter of copying language
behaviour. Further, although simulation represents, from one point of view, a
widering of pedagogic intentions bascd on a less restricted view of language ability,
it also represents, from another point of view, 2 more restricted view of language
and a more limited theory of learning. Learners’ imitation of language forms can,
as we have noted, be seen as a favourable condition for internal system
development, the system so developed forming the basis of subsequent language
behaviour. Reproduction, that is to say, permits the view that language learning is a
matter of internalizing a system of rules, not just a matter of copying the language
Knower’s behaviour. It is difficult to see how such a vicw of learning can be
reconciled with simulation, since the situational appropriacy of language forms is at
best a matter of establishcd convention in a language community, falling far short of
being a productive system. When learners are able to say to a stranger, "Do you
have firc?", "Have you got illumination?", "Are you a match’s owner?" etc., they
are giving cvidence of an internalized grammatical system, since they are producing
well-formed linguistic expressions which they could not have merely copicd from a
language knower. When, on the other hand, learners are able to choose the
situationally appropriate cxpressions "Do you have a light?" or "Got a match?", they
can only be copying a language knower’s behaviour in a similar situation, simply
because it is impossible to see what system of rules could lead to a choice of
appropriate expressions over inappropriate onces, without any copying of behaviour
as such. Onc can perhaps point to the possibility of a rule system of pragmatics
underlying some aspects of appropriacy in language behaviour, but it is still fair to
say that a very large part of situational appropriacy is a matter of ad hoc convention,
rather than rule-governed behaviour. In any casc, pedagogic arguments in support
of simulation have consistently appealed to conventional appropriacy, rather than to
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any rule system underlying appropriacy - indeed, they have laid stress on the fact
that appropriacy is not a matter of rule systems and thercfore needs to be acquired
through simulation. If this is so, the claims that can be made for simulation in
preference to reproduction are not very large. Simalation is preferable to
reproduction only in terms of pedagogic intentions. In terms of learner effort, it is
as much a matter of imitation as reproduction; and, in terms of learning theory, it is
much more limited than reproduction, since it regards learning itself as no more
than a copying of behaviour.

Construction versus Deployment,

1 now wish to make one {urther distinction in learner effort, this time within the
category of cerebration. We can, once again, distinguish between cercbration
focussed on language itself, which I will call ‘construction’, and cerebration
focused on a knowledge of the world handled through language, which I will call
‘deployment’. ‘Construction’ refers both to an effort by the learner to understand
some part of the language system - a matter of construing the system - and to any
effort to put together linguistic expressions on the strength of that understanding.

The term ‘exercise’, in contrast to the term ‘practice’, generally refers to the effort
of construction - an activity in which the learner is challenged to understand and
demonstrate that understanding. An exercise is like a test, in that it presents the
learner with risks of going wrong, unlike practice which aims to avoia or minimise
such risks. All grammatical exercises, in this sense of the term ‘exercise’, call for
the lcarncer effort of construction, as do various forms of vocabulary or
pronunciation exercises, and indced exercises calling for an assessment or
explanation of appropriacy, though these are rarely employed. In contrast, what 1
am calling ‘deployment’ involves learners handling informatior and developing

. knowledge about the world, by drawing on what information and knowlcdge of the

Q

world they already have, what cognitive abilities of inferring, reasoning, relating,
ctc, they possess, and what linguistic resources they command. Reading, in the
sense of interpreting texts, involves the cffort of deployment, as does free
composition, in the sense of learners finding ways of saying what they have to say.
The ‘immersion’ classroom - learncrs studying a curricular subject in the medium of
the target language - calls for the effort of deployment, in that it makes learners
acquire new knowledge through the language. Task-based activity, in the sense the
term was uscd on the Bangalore Project (Prabhu, 1987) is a means of getting begin-
ner-level learners to make the effort of deployment in the language classroom.
Deployment is typically the effort called for in problem-solving activitics. Reading,
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writing, acquiring new knowledge can all be regarded as processes of problem-
solving in a very general sense; task-based teaching can then be seen as a more
deliberate, more focused and more manipulated form of problem-solving, as a
language teaching device. It is true that what I have called the effort of construction
is also a form of focused problem-solving, except that it involves solving problems
of language as such, unlike deployment which involves the use of language as a
resource in solving problems of world knowledge.

I pointed out carlier that cerebration in regard to the language being learnt -
what we are now calling construction - has been a part of language pedagogy for a
long time, in such approaches as the Grammar-Translation Mcthod and the
Cognitive-Code method. I also pointed out how the language teaching profession
has, at various times, upheld or denicd the value of such effort of construction for
the fearning of a language. It is perhaps worth asking, for a mement, what follows
when the effort of construction is rejected as a pedagogic procedure. One may, in
rejecting construction, reject all cerebration, as happened more than once when
grammar-teaching was rejected as a means of language teaching. Such rejection of
all cerebration leaves onc with only imitation as a desirable lcarner effort, whether
in the form of reproduction or simulation. Alternatively, one may deny the value of
construction but still sec value to cerebration. This lcads to the adoption of
deployment as a desirable form of learner effort. To put it differently, the lcarner
grappling with the rules of grammar is making a cerebral effort focused on
language. If, in rejecting this, one rejects both the cerebral effort ard the focus on
language, one is only left with relatively mindless activity, with the focus at best on
a faithful copying of behaviour. If, on the other hand, one rejects only the focus on
language but not cercbral cffort, one has the option of seiting up activity involving
cerebration on things other than language - that is to say, deployment.

The effort of consiruction can, as we noted carlier, be related to one of two
theories of learning: it can be scen either to lcad the learner to a conscious
knowledge of the linguistic system, which then gradually descends to a sub-
conscious level, or merely to serve to trigger a separate, subconscious process of
system development. In contrast to this, the effort of deployment is relatable only to
the latter theory - that a subconscious process of system development is triggered

and promoted when language is cmployed as a resource in an effort to understard
the world.
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pes er effort.

I have now identified four types of learner effort in the language classroom -
reproduction, simulation, construction and deployment. Reproduction and
simulation both involve imitation - of the forms of language in one case, and of ihe
social role of the language-user in the other. We can perhaps call classroom
activities involving these two types of effort ‘form-focused’ and ‘role-focused’,
respectively. The other two types of effort - construction and deployment - involve
cerebration, cerebration on the rules of language in one case, and on knowledge of
the world in the other. Activities involving these two forms of effort can therefore
be called rule-focused and meaning-focused, respectively. From a different point of
view, we can group together the effort of reproduction and that of construction, both
being focused on language as an autonomous phenomenon. They differ between
them in that one involves a copying of the phenomenon while the other involves
trying to make sense of it. Terms such as ‘grammar-teaching’ or ‘the teaching of
structure’ are often used ambivalently - to refer to reproduction and/or construction
- thus obscuring a major difference in terms of learner effort, namely, that between
imitation and cerebration. Similarly, simulation and deployment can be grouped
together, as forms of effort foc.sed on things outside language as a formal entity.
The focus, in onc case, is on the performance of a social role, and in the other on an
understanding of the world. The term ‘communicative’ is often used ambivalently
to refer to either or both of them, thus blurring the distinction, once again, between
imitation and cercbration.

Usefulness of the Typology.

What is the usefuiness of this categorization of learner cffort? First, it enables
us to sec known forms of language pedagogy in a somewhat new light, or from a
newer point of view. Looking at things from as many viewpoints as possible is one
of the mental tools we have for increasing understanding. It is, for instance,
common in the discussion of language pedagogy to contrast a formal, grammar-
based approach with an apparently more comprchensive communicative approach
dirccted to real-life language use. But this is a contrast based on teaching
intentions, nor on learning theories. An examination of learner effort Ieads us to a
different contrast, that between imitation and cerebration, which is likely to be more
significant for the process of learning. We then begin to sce that both a grammar-
based approach and a communicative approach can involve no more than a copying
of behaviour and that, between the two approaches it is the grammar-based
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approach which pemits a non-behaviourist theory of learning even when it involves
only the effort of imitation.

Secondly, a categorization of learner effort provides us with an additional
frame of reference to which we can usefully relate concepts and issues in pedagogy.
Take, for instance, the concept of authenticity. The prevalent notion is that
authenticity is a characteristic of the samples of language presented to the learner:
the samples arc authentic if they arc taken from actual instances of language use.
This notion has been challenged by Widdowson (1978: 79-80) who regards
authenticity, instead, as a characteristic of the learner’s engagement with language
samples: the leamer’s engagement is authentic if the learner responds, interacts or
copes with language samples in the same way that language users do. Given our
categories of learner effort, we can see that the first notion of authenticity makes
sensc when the learner’s effort consists of simulation, while Widdowson’s notion
clearly envisages the effort of deployment. What is involved therefore is not just a
terminological difference but a difference in theories of learning: simulation-based
pedagogy cannot possibly adopt Widdowson’s notion of authenticity simply
because simulation cannot be claimed to be the central characteristic of recal-life
language use. Or take Widdowson’s well-known distinction between ‘usage’ or
‘use’. The distinction is clearly between language-focused and non-language
focused learner effort - between reproduction and construction on the one hand, and
simulation and deployment on the other. However, the distinction leaves out the
equally important contrast between imitation and cerebration, though Widdowson
elsewhere takes a stand against simulation-based ESP, and in defence of
grammatical problem-solving. The usage-use distinction, therefore, is only a
distinction between reproduction and deployment, though it is presented as a more
global one. Similarly, Krashen’s (1981) distinction between ‘learning’ and
‘acquisition’ is only & distinction between construction and deployment, in our
terms; it ignores reproduction and simulation, with the result that its proponent
often finds himself recommending simulation procedures as if they were
deployment pr—-edures. We can also relate the issuc of error-treatment in language
pedagogy to our categorization of learner effort. Imitation-based pedagogy
(reproduction and simulation) is necessarily committed to error-prevention: if
language learing takes place through an imitation of language behaviour, then it is
crucial for the imitation to be accurate; any errors in imitation can, in principle,
make the learner an crroncous language uscr. Cerebration-based pedagogy, on the
otaer hand, has nccessarily to permit crrors by learners: problem-soiving would be a
mere pretence if it did not permit trial and error. Further, construction-based
pedagogy has a commitment to dealing with errors when they occur - e.g. sctting
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further exercises or promoting a better understanding of the rules, in some way -
while deployment-based pedagogy is necessarily error-tolerant, since dealing with
errors as such will undermine the genuineness of deployment.

Finally, lct me point out briefly a possible use of this typology of learner effort
in the preparation of tcaching matcrials. It is common to find, in textbooks for
language teaching, an apparently varied pattern of activities for the learner, under
such labels as comprehension, vocabulary, grammar or structure, pronunciation, and
composition. In the more modernised textbooks, one also finds sections on such
communicative activitics as role-play, writing an office report, etc. A closer
examination of such materials, however, often reveals that most of the
comprehension questions demand of the learner little more than a copying of
relevant parts of the reading text (a question merely serving as a clue to which part
of the text is to be copied), the vocabulary excrcise calls mainly for a copying of
words or an imitation of given sentences by incorporating given words in them, that
the grammar or structure work involves a picce of intensive ‘practice’ (that is to
say, reproduction in some form), that the pronunciation work is understandably a
matter of accurate imitation, that the communicative activity of role-play is a matter
of learners (working in pairs in keeping with enlightened pedagogy) mouthing to
cach other their parts in a scripted dialogue, and that the writing of an office report
is a matter of imitating faithfully all the essential parts of a model office report,
making only some substitutions of content words to alter the information content. It
is clearly the textbook writer’s intention to employ a variety of teaching activities
(and indeed, different teaching approaches - both linguistic and communicative),
but, from the viewpoint of learner effort, what all or most of the activities call for is
just imitation. Perhaps it would be uscful for textbook writers to bear a typology of
learner cffort in mind and to ensurc that the activities provided do involve the type
of cffort which they sce the most value to - or, if they wished to be eclectic, to
ensure that there are some activities which involve cach type of learner cffort. A
typology of learner effort can thus serve both as a further dimension to pedagogic
understanding and as a further aid to pedagogic practice.
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Diary Studies of Classroom Language Learning:
The Doubting Game and the Believing Game'

Kathieen M. Bailey

Introduction

Recently, after giving a talk about language classroom research at a university
in Japan, I was asked during the question and answer period, "Why have you
forsaken the diary studies?” | was somewhat taken aback by the underlying
proposition in the question: Although I hadn’t published anything on the diary
studies for some time, I had no awareness of having "forsaken” them.

In contrast, I have recently been introduced at several conferences as being well
known for my work on the diary studies. This too surprised me, but a colleague
pointed out that the language learning diary studies were my "brainchild.” My
response was that the Schumanns had conceived of the genre, but they left it on my
doorstep.

My intent in writing this paper is to clarify where I stand and what I believe
about the language learning diary studies. In doing so, [ hope to highlight issucs of
interest for sccond language acquisition researchers, for language teackers, and for
language learners.

What is a diary study? According to Bailey and Ochsner,

"A diary study in sccond language learning, acquisition, or teaching is an
account of a sccond language expericence as recorded in a first-person
journal. The diarist may bc a language teacher or a language fcarner -- but
the central characteristic of the diary studies is that they are introspective:
The diarist studies his own teaching or learning. Thus he can report on
affective factors, language leaming strategies, and his own perceptions --
facets of the language learning experience which are normally hidden or
largely inaccessible to an external observer (1983:189)."

The diary studics are thus first-person case studics -- a rescarch genre defined by the
data collection procedures: A language learncr keeps an intensive joummal using




introspection and/or retrospection, as well as observation, typically over a period of
time. The data analysis may be done by the diarist himself or by an independent
researcher using the learner’s diary (or some "public” version of that diary) as data.

As noted above, language diaries can be kept by teachers as well as learners. In
this paper, however, I will not be concerned with teachers’ diaries. For information
on that topic the reader is referred to Bailey (1990), Enright (1981), or Nunan
(1989:55-60). I will, however review the work of some teachers who kept journals
of their experiences as language learners and who have commented specifically on
how that experience related to their own teaching (c.g., see Danielson, 1981).

Neither will this paper address the use of dialogue journals as pedagogic tools.
In dialogue journals, teachers respond to what students write in their diaries, as part
of an on-going exchange. For further information on this procedure, see Kreeft-

Peyton (1990), Krecft-Peyton and Reed (1990), Popkin (1985), Spack and Sadow
(1983), and Staton (1981).

Language Learning Diary Studies

When learners keep journals of language learning experiences in formal
instructional settings, the resulting diary studies fit the tradition of language
classroom rescarch as described by Allwright (1983), Bailey (1985), Allwright and
Bailey (1991), Brumfit and Mitchell (1990), Chaudron (1988), Gaics (1983), Long
(1980, 1983), Mitchell (1985), and van Lier (1984, 1988, 1989). The diary studics
are a form of cmpirical (data-based) research, enhanced by introspection, in the
tradition of naturalistic inquiry (Guba, 1978; Lincoln and Guba, 1985)

Naturalistic inquiry is a broad rubric which can cover many different sorts of
investigation. In classroom research these include ethnography, ethnomethodology,
somec discoursc analyses and some case studies. In naturalistic inquiry, "first no
manipulation on the part of the inquirer is implied, and, second, the inquirer
imposes no a priori units on the outcome” (Lincoln and Guba, 1985:8). In other
words, (1) people are studied in naturally occurring settings, rather than in randomly
sampled groups created artificially for the purposes of an experiment, and (2) the
analytic categorics typically emerge from examining the data. Allwright and Bailey
(1991:40-45) have compared naturalistic inquiry and experimental research as
follows: In the latter, researchers exercise a high degree of control over variables




and (in the true experimental designs) exert an intervention, while in the former,
researchers choose not to control variables and try not to intervene. A similar
contrast is drawn by van Lier (1988:56-60; 1989:33-35), who compares the
naturalistic and experimental approaches to research on two intersecting continua:
selectivity (from structured to unstructured) and jntervention (from controlied to
uncontrolled).

In a discussion of the methodological basis of introspective methods, Grotjahn
(1987) locates introspective rescarch among other forms of research by using

categorics from Patton (1980). In this framework, a research approach can be
categorized according to:

(1) its design (non-experimental or "exploratory," pre-experimental, quasi-
experimental, or true experimental);

(2) the type of data used (qualitative or quantitative);
(3) the sorts of analyscs involved (interpretive or siatistical).

The language learning diary studics can be classified as being in Grotjahn’s
(1987:59) "exploratory-interpretive™ category, in that they typically utilize non-
experimental designs, qualitative data, and interpretive analyses. A few that have
utilized quantitative aralyses are considered "expioratory-quantitative-statistical” in
nature (c.g., Brown, 1983, 1985a; Matsumoto, 1989; Parkinson and Howell-
Richardson, 1990). Others (e.g., Elis, 1989a; Matsumoto, 1989; Schmidt and Frota,
1986) have involved combinations of data types and both qualitative and
quantitative analyses.

I am using the term "diary study” in a way different from Hatch’s use of the
phrasc in introducing the language acquisition casc studies reprinted in Hatch, 1978.
In those instances, rescarchers (often parents) kept daily obscrvational logs of
ycung learners’ development. Although I will use the terms diary and journal
interchangeably, here diary study will be restricted to the situation in which the
lcarner himself keeps the intensive journal, thus permitting introspection and
retrospection to inform the process of observational data recording.

It is important to notc that a lcarner’s diary alonc doesn’t constitute a diary
study. The diary is typically only the data. In order to be considered a diary study,

a paper must include an analysis. Rivers published her diary of a six-week trip in
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Latin America, documenting her experiences "learning a sixth language" (Rivers,
1979, reprinted in 1983). Fields (1978) published a diary of her experiences in a
Berlitz Spanish class and on a subsequent trip to Mexico. These papers include no
explicit analysis of the data, so while the journal entries are interesting and certainly
available to be analyzed, 1 do not consider these articles to be actual diary studies.
Of course, in some instances the student may analyze the learning experiences

within the journal itself. This is the nature of some of the diary entries made by
Fields (1978).

The diary data are a combination of learners’ records of events and their
interpretations of those cvents. The learners’ introspection permits the reader to
understand some aspects of language learning which are normally hidden from
view. Introspective methods encompass "self-report, self-observation, and self-
revealment” (Grotjahn, 1987:55). As Scliger bas pointed out (1983:183),
“introspections are conscious verbalizations of what we think we know."

A problematic methodological issue is timing. When does the verbalization
take place relative to the event about which the Icarner is introspecting? The term
introspective data is held by many rescarchers to refer only to data "gathered from
subjects while they carry out a task” (Fry, 1988:159, underscoring added). In
comparison, retrospective data are those "collected after the event” (ibid.). Of
course, the difficulty here is that true introspection (such as the think-aloud
protocols used by Abraham and Vann, 1987; Cavalcanti, 1982; Cohen, 1987; and
others) can take place only so long as the event is occurring. Sorae diarists have
reported making notes during a class or conversation -- ¢.g., Bailey (1980), and
Henze in Rubin and Henze (1981) -- but there is concern that this procedure may
detract from the language learning process. As Fry notes, "reporting on how one is
doing a task while doing it is a double task” (ibid: 160).

In contrast o true introspection concurrent with the task, the term retrospection
involves a very broad data collection timespan, ranging from immediately after the
event (following a language class, for example) to years later (as is the case in the
language lcarning historics). Mann (1982:87) identifies three basic techniques for
using verbal sclf-report as thinking aloud, introspection, and retrospection. Cohen
and Hoscnfeld (1981) distinguish among three similar categorics of introspective
data collection, cach of which represents a band rather than a point: introspection
(during the event), immediate retrospection (right after the event), and delayed
retrospection (hours or more following the cvent). Thus the cover term
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introspection entails all three zones: concurrent introspection, immediate
retrospection and delayed retrospection, as depicted in Figure 1:

rigure 1: Introspection Immediacy Continuum

Concurrent
Introspection Retrospection

Data from this entire immediacy continuum have been utilized in the diary studies.

Given this gencral background on language learning diary studies, we can now
turn to the purpose of this paper. Itis my intent here first to review some of the
language learning diary studies published to date, and then to examine the "pros and
cons" of the diary studies by adopting first a critical attitude and then a more
accepting stance.

The Doubting Game aad the Believing Game

The title of this paper mentions "the doubt.ng game and the belicving game."
These concepts were introduced by Elbow (1973), in the appendix to his book,
Writing Without Teachers. Elbow’s ideas originally referred to literary criticism
but Elbow felt they could be applied equally well to "most procedures in the
humanities and social scicnces" (ibid:166). I find the doubting and believing game
images uscful in characterizing possible attitudes toward incoming information
from research as well. A decade ago, Larsen-Freeman (1981) used these game
metaphors in her comparison of four prominent theories of second language
acquisition (SLA). With cach theory she first adopted a critical stance, doubting and
questioning the author’s position (the doubting game). She then asked what
insights she could gain about second language acquisition by adopting the author’s
position uncritically (the believing game).

The doubting game "sceks truth by indirection -- by seeking crrors” (Elbow,
1973:148). This position underlies the logic of the null bypothesis in cxperimental
rescarch. (The formulaic language of the null hypothesis typically begins with the
expression. "there will be no statistically significant diffcrence between...” or "there
will be no statistically significant correlation between...".) In this tradition, the
researcher’s job is to conduct an analysis which attcmpts to rejcct the null
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hypothesis. The doubting game also emphasizes objectivity - the separation of self
(the subject) from the object under investigation. It takes a critical, questioning
stance toward evidence and conclusions drawn from the data.

In contrast, the believing game "emphasizes a model of knowing as an act of
constructing, an act of investment, an act of involvement" (Elbow, 1973:173). It
seeks truth by affirmation. In this sense, truth in the believing game is related to
myth, metaphor, and allegory -- to convincing forms of story (Reason and Hawkins,
1988). In taking this attitude, the listener/reader accepts the experience of the
person making the assertion. The believing game is "not an act of self-extrication
but of self-insertion, self-involvement -- an act of projcction” (Elbow, 1973:149),
Playing the believing game involves inclusion of the subject as a Iegitimate focus of
investigation. In fact, the believing game "is built on the idea that the self cannot be
removed: Complete objectivity is impossible” (ibid.:172).

The objectivity/subjectivity continuum is crucial in interpreting the diary
studies. In this approach to research, the subject becomes the object: We conduct
(ard read) diary studies to understand language learning as scen by the learners.
We will return to this problem when we apply the metaphors of the doubting game

and the believing game to the diary studies, after reviewing the findings of scveral
such studies.

A Review of the Language Learning Diary Studies

This literature review will be limited to those language lcarning diaries which
have been published. There arc numerous unpublished manuscripts which cmploy
the diary study method, but they are typically very long, unwicldy documents and
their accessibility is limited. For these reasons, I will review only those diary
studics that I have located which are in print and are thercfore readily available to
the academic reading public.’

The language learning diary studics can be divided into two groups: (1) those in
which the diarist and the analyst are the same person, and (2) those in which the
rescarcher analyzes journals kept by other language learners. Matsumoto (1987)
has called these "introspective™ and "non-introspeciive” diary studics, respectively.
I'am concerned that Matsumoto’s labels may lcad to some confusion, but she is

carcful to point out that in her usage, the terms jntrospective and npon-introspective
refer only to the data analysis, and not to the data collection phasc of the rescarch.

65

w7




The terms direct analysis and ipdirect analysis have been suggested by van Lier
(personal communication, 1991).

Diary Studies with Introspective (First-Person) Analyses

Pioneering work with the diary studies was published by Schumann and
Schumann (1977), who kept intensive journals of their experiences in three
language learning contexts: studying Farsi in Los Angeles, and in Iran, and studying
Arabic in Tunisia. In this first analysis, the researcher/diarists identified six
personal variables of importance in their language learning: the role of materials,
rejection of the teaching method, and nesting patterns (F. Schumann); and a
preference for cavesdropping vs. speaking, the desire to maintain a personal
language lcamning agenda, and transition anxiety (J. Schumann).

‘What is noteworthy about this brief early report is the striking differerze
between two learners undergoing essentially the same language learning
experiences. For example, F. Schumann fouad she could not begin to cope with the

target language in a new cnvironment (e.g., Tunisia and Iran) until her physical
surroundings were ordered and comfortable (a phenomenon she referred to as her
"nesting patterns"). In contrast, J. Schumann coped with his "transition anxiety” by

plunging into the study of the target language immediately, regardless of his
surroundings.

In 1980, F. Schumann published a further analysis of her original journal data.
Additional themes which emerged as important in her language learning were 1)
the role of the cxpatriate (English-speaking) community; (2) difficultics of a woman
language learner in obtaining input, given social taboos against interaction; (3) the
difficultics of obtaining input as a native speaker of English since most potential
interlocutors wanted to speak English instead of the leamer’s target language; and
(4) cooperation vs. competition in language learning. This last theme was later
investigated in other learners’ diarics by Bailey (1983; see below).

My first venture into the diary studics (Bailey, 1980) occurred when I was a
student of J. Schumann. At that time I took a thirty-hour reading course in French as
a forcign language to prepare for an cxawmination. I also kept an intensive journal of
this class, which could be characicrized as a lower-intermediate French course.
Factors that cmerged as important in my language lcarning in that context were )]
the language learning environment (both physical and social), (2) my preference for
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a democratic teaching style, and (3) the importance of success and positive feedback
in the sccond language learning process.

As I reread that paper now, over a decade after writing it, I wish I had included
more cxcerpts from the journal. What I find most compelling at this point is the
account of a classroom crisis, taken directly from the diary, and the discussion of
how the resolution of that crisis influenced the rest of the course. The argument
(which occurred when the teacher returned a test that the students considered unfair)
provides an example of what is known as a "natural experiment” in ethnography.
As Hammersley and Atkinsor explain, a natural experiment is an opportunity to

explore "some unusual occurrerce” (1983:31). These unusual but naturally
occurring events

“reveal what happens when the limiting factors that normally constrain a
particular clement of social life are breached. At such times social
phenomena that arc otherwise taken-for-granted become visibly
problematic for the participants themselves, and thus for the observer”
(ibid.:32).

The diary entry 2bout the crisis (Bailey, 1980:60-61) documents the French
students’ verbal assertions that the test was unfair and too long; that tests are
devastating to learners if the teacher’s intent is to show them how little they know;
that the teacher thought we weren’t "very bright” and that the class was becoming
"an armed camp.” The natural experiment, in this case, allowed me to observe a
group of very angry students -- hardly an event one could precipitate in an

experimental treatment (provided that onc was concerned about being an ethical
rescarcher).

In 1980, Jones (another student of J. Schumann) reported on her experiences as
an intermediate learner of Indonesian as a second language in an intensive program.
Her diary study focuscs on social and psychological factors which influenced her
language learning. The positive experiences of interacting with her host family
stand in stark contrast to the difficulties and frustrations she faced in the formal
instructional program she attended. This brief report is based on the author’s
masters thesis (Jones, 1977), which provides more information about the language
lcarning context than the paper docs.

Daniclson reports on her experiences as an older Icarner studying Italian as a
foreign language. She cnrolled in classes at two different levels. In the more
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advanced class, Danielson was challenged and learned new material. In the lower
level she gained confidence and practice opportunities. Danielson was a very
experienced language teacher herself when she conducted this diary study. In the
final paragraph (1981:16) she comments, "The observations I have included here
are admittedly quite commonplace yet they all came as a revelation to me."

Another diary study is based on the experiences of a teacher-in-training
(Henze), who enrolled in an Arabic class at the same time she was a graduate
student investigating language learning strategies with her professor (Rubin). The
resulting report (Rubin and Henze, 1981) benefits from two points of view in the
analysis of the journal entries. In scveral other diary studies, language leamners had
recorded anything they considered interesting or important. Rubin and Henze
modified this procedure and conducted what they called a "directed diary study":
Henze’s journal observations were directed specifically toward the role of inductive
and deductive reasoning in her Arabic leamning.?

Henze focussed her journal entries by using a list of six inductive and ten
deductive reasoning strategies previously identified by Rubin (ibid.:17 and 18). She
used the list "as a guide but the examples were only to be “1ken as suggestive of the
kind of detail and strategies desired" (ibid.:19). The authors report that Henze
found frequent use of the list distracting, but that keeping the basic strategies in
mind "was very helpful in focussing her attention" (ibid.). Although she used the
inductive reasoning strategies very little at the beginning of the Arabic course, after
about two months, in response to different kinds of activities (e.g., dialogues)
introduced by the teacher, more examples of inductive rcasoning occurred.

Schmidt and Frota (1986) also conducted a diary study. The resulting article
was written by a linguist-turned-language-leamner and another linguist/analyst. This
paper provides an excellent example of what the diary studies can offer. It
documents Schmidt’s learning of Portuguese for five months in Brazil. This was
one of the first published diary studies to combine journal entries with other data
sets. In addition to "R’s" diary, the rescarchers tape-recorded and analyzed periodic
target language conversations. Frota, a native speaker of Portuguese, conducted an
error analysis of the conversational data.

The diary itself documents three stages in R’s acquisition of Portuguese.
During the first three wecks in Brazil he had no instruction in Portuguese. For the
next five wecks he had both instruction and interaction in Portuguese, and for the
last fourtcen weeks he had interaction but no instruction. Schmidt provides
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background information for interpreting his expericnces in Brazil by giving the
reader his language learing history.

This article may seem overiong to readers accustomed to the economic
reporting of statistical publications in professional journals, but this length is a
natural result of the diary study method. The paper is filled with rich examples from
Schmidt’s journal, written in the casual, self-as-audience style of the diary. The
journal entries are complemented by transcribed conversations with Frota, and with
numerical analyses of those data.

Another paper which may be classified with the language leaming diary studies
was written by Moore (1977). The author was a clinical psychologist and a native
speaker of English, who took a post at a university in Denmark. This article
discusses how Moore’s proficiency in Danish influenced his professional life. The
data he shares are from notes he made while attending a Danish class and after
interactions with Danish colleagues: He does not specifically mention keeping a
daily diary. Nevertheless, the article is informed by both introspection and
retrospection, and gives the reader a sense of Moore’s empathy as well as his
psychology. He writes about how his experiences allowed him a better

nnderstanding of the problems faced by deaf people, aphasics, immigrants, and

"especially perhaps the child in a class where the work is too difficult for him"
(1977:107).

As mentioned earlier, Rivers (1979, reprinted in 1983) kept a diary of her
experiences learning Spanish as a sixth language during a trip to South America.
The article presents her daily diary, just as it was written, without any subscequent
analysis. The entries consist of lists of the author’s observations about her own
strategics and hypotheses as she interacted with Spanish-speaking people. Some
entries are extremely short. For example, one night Rivers wrote, "I felt I could
understand the advertisements on the radio tonight" (1983:176). As a reader, I find
the brevily of this entry frustrating, but parts of the journal have more depth.*

The second such journal (without an explicit analysis) was published by Ficlds
in 1978 as a continued article in two issues of the Chronicle of Higher Education.
The two-part story consists of Fields’ diary entrics as she took a Spanish course to
prepare for an assignment as a newspaper reporter in Mexico, and of her trip to
Mexico. While the paper lacks the detailed analysis to be properly called a diary
study (as does Rivers, 1979, 1983), Ficlds’ journal entries provide fascinating and




candid commentary about an adult learner’s experiences in a formal instructional
setting and then in the actual target culture.

In all of the papers discussed above, the analysis of the journal entries was done
by the same person who kept the diary. The diary studies by Schmidt and Frota
(1986) and Rubin and Henze (1981) each involved one learner who was also one of
the analysts. The papers by Rivers (1979, 1983) and Fields (1978) both lack a
formal analysis. In summary then, Table 1 lists those diary studies which have been
reviewed thus far:

Tabls 3

viary studiss by Learner/Diariat/Anslyats

AUTEOR(8) /DATE(S) LEARNEKR (8) TARGET LANGUAGE(S)

¥. Schumann
J. h

& 2 experienced rarsi{ & Arabic
{1977) linquists/teachers

r. schumann (1980) 1 experionced Farsi & Arabic
teachar/linquist

Bailey (1980) 1 experienced rrench
teacher/lingquist

Jonss (1980) 1 experienced Indonesian
teacher/linquist

Danielson (1981) 1 exparisnced Italian
teachar/linguist

Rubin and Henze 1 experisnced Arabic
(1981) teachsr/linquist

Schmidt & Frota 1 experienced Portugusse
{(1986) teachur/linguiat

Xoors (1977) 1 psychologist Danish

Rivera (1979, 1 experienced Spanish
1983) ¢ teacher/linquist

rields (1978)+ 1 reportsr Spanish

*(Ho sxplicit analyala was provided.)

Diary Studies with Non-introspective Analyses

The sccond macro-category of diary studies consists of those in which an
external rescarcher analyzes the journals of other language learnurs. In this
approach to rescarch, which Matsumoto (1987) has called "non-introspective” diary
studics, the learners’ journal entries provide both the data and an "emic” (insider’s)
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view of language lcarning, while the rescarcher’s usc of SLA theory and previous
rescarch can provide an "ctic” interpretation in the analysis. (For more information

on the emic/ctic contrast, sce Watsor-Gegeo, 1988:579-582, and van Licr, 1990:42-
43.)

To my knowledge, the first published analysis of other learners’ diaries was my
work on compctitivencss and anxicty in adult sccond language lcarners (Bailey,
1983). Curiously, this rescarch started out to be an author-analyzed study on quite a
different topic. 1 had originally planned to go back to my French class diary and
document the lcamer’s perspective on crror treatment. When I analyzed the journal
for references to this topic, there were very few. Although error treatment intrigucd

me as a rescarcher, it had apparently not been particularly important to me as a
learner.

What | found instcad were numerous comments about fecling competitive and
anxious in the classroom. I was so uncomfortable with the results of this analysis
that | fclt compelled to look at the journals of other language learncrs, to sce if
anyonc else had reported having these expericnces. With their permission, | zcad
the journals (or the public reports) written by ten other learners. The analysis led to
a description of competitiveness and to two related suggestions: (1) language
classroom anxicty (sce Gardner, Smythe, Clement and Glicksman, 1976) "can be
causcd and/or aggravated by the learner’s competitiveness when he sees himself as
less proficient than the object of comparison® (Bailey, 1983:96), and (2) "as the
learner becomes, or perceives himself as becoming, more competent (that is, better
able to compete),’ his anxicty will decrease” (ibid.). By trying to dcpict the
relationship between competitiveness and anxicty which I found in the journals of
these cleven learners, T came up with a visual model which I have since used with

teachers and students, who are encouraged to trace their own "routes” through the
flowchart

Anxicty as a theme in the diary studics was also addresscd by Parkinson and
Howell-Richardson (1990), who uscd students’ journals as the data basc in a
rescarch project on learner variables. Their work involved two groups of English
learners in Scotland: 23 students in a pilot study and 51 students in two other
cohorts (29 students in Autumn, 1986, and 22 students in Spring, 1987). The
authors also reported on work in progress involving the diarics of local Edinburgh
people studying modern languages, including Spanish and French. The diaries of
this latter group of learners were analyzed for comments on the use of the foicign
language outside of class and for the learners’ reported usc of strategics.
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The English learners’ diaries were analyzed for (1) the reported use of English
outside of class, (2) references to anxiety, and (3) informativity, which was a
category related to specific information regarding the students’ newly acquired
knowledge. After quantifying the data, the rescarchers found a correlation between
the lcarners’ "rate of improvement and the amount of time which students spent
outside class in social interaction with native speakers of English™ (Parkinson and
Howell-Richardson, 1990:135).

More interesting than their quantitative analyses, however, are the rescarchers’
discussions of the data analysis procedures (ibid.:129-134) and their interpretive
comments about the diary entries. For example, with regard to the variable of time
spent on out-of-class activities in English, they write,

"The figures recorded in the diaries are clearly subjective approximations
of the actual length of time spent engaged in any one activity. A further
variable to be taken into account is the value placed on various activities
by the student himself. Clearly what a teacher or rescarcher may regard as
’linguistically relevant’ is not always valued as such by the student
diarist...” (ibid.:134).

I find the Parkinson and Howell-Richardson report tantalizingly brief and even
sketchy in spots. However, the strengths of the paper include its use of quotes from
the lcarners, the attempt to cowabine quantitative and qualitative analyses, and the
use of data from multiple learners. The authors also conducted a pilot study to
generaie needed revisions in the rescarch procedures. For more information about
these projects, sce Howell-Richardson and Parkinson (1988).°¢

The usc of multiple learners’ diarics was combined with data coliection by a
participant obscrver (both fieldnotes and tape recordings) in a doctoral dissertation
by Brown (1983). The most accessible version of this study is found in her (1985a)
paper on the input addressed to older and younger learners of Spanish as a foreign
language. Her subjects were cighteen younger leamners (ranging in age from 19to
23, with 2 median age of 20.9) and eightecn older learners (between 55 and 75 years
of age, with a median age of 63.6 years). Both groups included male and female
students. All thirty-six lcarners were enrolled in an intensive Spanish program at
the Mission Training Center at Brigham Young University, where they were i
class six hours per day and had an additional two hours pez day of homework.
Brown’s reason for studying these groups was that the older learners in the Mission




Training Center (MTC) had typically experienced more difficulty than the younger
learners in trying to master Spanish.

The learners in Brown’s study were given these instructions on keeping their
diaries (1985a:283-284):

"The journal has two purposes. The first is to help you with your language
learning. As you write about what you think and feel as a language learner,
you will understand yourself and your experience better.

The second purpose is to increase the overall knowledge about language
learning, so that learning can be increased. You will be asked to leave your
language learning journal when you leave the MTC. However, your
journal will not be read by teachers at the MTC. It will be read by
researchers interested in language learning.

Your identity and the identity of others you may write about will be
unknown (unless you wish it otherwise) to anyone except the researchers.

You will be given 15 minutes a day to write. Please write as if this were
your personal journal about your language leaming experience."

Brown analyzed the resulting diaries for "any reference to input desired, to amount
of input given; to type, complexity or meaningfulness of input” (19854:278). She
found a different focus on the amount of input the learners were recciving: The
younger learners wrote about input four times as often as the older learners, and this
difference was statisticall: significant. (As far as I know, Brown was the first
person to use inferential statistics in analyzing learners’ diaries.) While there were
only minimal quantitative diffcrences in the learners’ comments about the types of
input they received, Brown notes a qualitative difference in the learners’ diary
entrics: Over 28.2% of writing by the older learners dealt with desired chapges in
the input. In contrast, the younger learners’ writing suggested changes only 2.7% of
the time. The older learners’ requests for instructional alteration may be indicative
of their discomfort, but Brown does not speculate on this point.

The strengths of Brown’s work are numerous. Hers is the first diary study to
usc comparison groups (in a criterion group design) and the combination of
statistical and qualitative analyses of qualitative data. In addition, Brown's (1985b)
usc of both participant obscrvation ficldnotes and learners’ diaries pemnits
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triangulation (Denzin, 1978; Fry, 198> van Lier, 1988). The concept of

triangulation has been borrowed from surveying, as Hammersley and Atkinson
(1983:198) explain:

"For someone who wanted to locate their position on a map, a single
landmark can only provide the information that they are situated
somewhere along a line in a particular direction from that landmark. With
two landmarks, however, their exact position can be pinpointed by taking
bearings on both landmarks; they are at the point where the two lines cross.
In social research, if one relies on a single piece of data, there is a danger
that undetected error in the data-production process may render the
analysis incorrect: If, on the other hand, diverse kinds of data lead to the
same conclusion, one can be a little more confident in that conclusion.”

Brown (1985b) describes how she used leamers’ diaries and audio recordings of

class sessions and her ethnographic ficldnotes to corroborate the inferences she
drew.

In a bricf section of a paper with a broader focus, Grandcolas and Soul¢-
Susbiclies (1986) report on the use of diaries kept by French teachers-in-training
who were studying language as part of their professional preparation. (This article
does not mention the number of diarists involved.) The reported findings include
(1) the importance of the teacher’s personality and attitude; (2) the role played by
the diarist’s student peer group; and (3) the necessity of the personal commitment of
the language learner. A fourth factor, which these authors call "shifted enunciation,”
refers to the fact that even when students interact with other students (e.g., when
ane student asks a question of his neighbor), the teacher is still the intended
audience ot the communication. Grandcolas and Soulé-Susbicelles interpret this
factor as underlining the importance of teacher-lcarner 1¢lationships, as opposed to
lcarner-learner relationships. Unfortunately, in this publication the authors have
space to provide only a brief report of the diary project. Interested readers are
referred to Grandcolas (1986).

In 1989, Matsumoto reported on the language learning experience of a
nincteen-year-old Japancse girl (called "M"), who attended an intensive English
program in the U.S. for cight wecks in the summer. Matsumoto conducted a
frequency count of factors mentioned in the thirty-six entries in M’s diary, and
reported the results as percentage data. This process identified ninc learning
activitics, nine clusters of cinotional factors, and sixtecn "non-cmotional factors”
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which appeared in M’s journal and are interpreted by Matsumoto as important to
the language leaming process. The journal entries, some of which are included in
the article, were supplemented by questionnaire and interview data. Matsumoto
also compared M’s issues with those discussed in other diarics.

Ellis (1989a) also used learners’ diarics along with other data sets in his
analysis of classroom learning styles and their effect on second language
acquisition. In what is probably the strongest date. triangulation cffort to date, Ellis
utilized information from questionnaires, cognitive style testing, a language aptitude
test, attendance and participation records, a word order acquisition score, speech
rate and three proficiency tests, in addition to the journals of two adult learners,
Simon and Monique, as they took a beginning German course at a college in
London. The course was described as being "almost entirely form-focused” with
instruction "fairly evenly divided between practise and consciousness-raising
activities” (Ellis, 1989a:251). The goal of the course was "to develop a high level of
linguistic accuracy in the use of L2 German" (ibid.:252). Regarding his procedures,
Ellis wrote, "The Icarners kept journals of their reactiors to the course, their
tcachers, their fellow students, and any other factors which they considered were
having an effect on their language leamning” (ibid:252-253).

Ellis identified four key variables in the second language acquisition rescarch
literature on good language leamers. In his review (sce Ellis, 1990) the following
factors were consistently related to effective language learning:

(1) a concem for language form;

(2) a concem for communication;

(3) anactive task approach; and

(4) awarcness of the learning process.

Ellis reports that Monique's and Simon’s diaries provide "ample evidence” of the
extent to which the two learners manifested these traits. Simon’s diary documented
all four, but Monique’s revealed a lack of concern for communication in coping
with the German course. Her extreme focus on form to the exclusion of an emphasis
on communication is curious, since she was a native speaker of Creole but spoke
both French and English fluently and accurately, and had lived in a multi-lingual
socicty and used all three languages for communication (193%9a:251). Ellis interprets
this pattern as an adaptive response to the formal instructional context, and possibly
a subordination of Moniquc’s natural language lcarning patterns, as revealed in her
history and other data sets. Ellis notes that "Monique’s cognitive oricntation was
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almost entirely studial. Her journal shows that she is obsessively concerned with
linguistic accuracy” (ibid.:254).

Judging from her performance on the formal outcome measures, Monique did
relatively well in her coursework and met the accuracy goals of the German class.
However, she performed poorly on an oral narrative task designed to assess fluency.
On the accuracy measures, her scores are cqual to or higher than Simon’s. It is only
through Monique’s diary entrics that we sce how uncomfortable she was with the
formal emphasis of the course. Ellis (19893:257) reprints this and other direct
quotes from Monique’s diary:

"} was quite frighter.cd when asked questions again. I don’t know why; the
tcacher docs not frighten me, but my mind is blocked when I’m asked
questions. T fear lest I give the wrong answer and will then discourage the
teacher as well as be the laughing stock of the class maybe. Anyway, I felt
really stupid and helpless in that class.”

Ellis concludes that Monique probably would have benefited from a
comprchension-based approach to lcarning German in the initial stages. He writes
(ibid.:258-259),

*Monique does not appear unduly disadvantaged, as she performs well in
the grammar preficiency test -- i.c., ske succceds in developing the
grammatical accuracy needed to succeed in the course. However, she pays
a price. The course proves a painful experience and she is unable to
perform cffectively in a communicative task."

In spite of her discomfort, Monique attended 96% of the class sessions, compared to
86% for Simon, but Simon took more in-class practice opportunities than Monique.
This bricl but {ascinating paper left me wondering how many low-level language
courses arc designed for students like Simon, but pcopled with learners like
Monique.’
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These, then, are the published diary studies I have located in which the data
were analyzed by researchers other than the diarists themselves. Table 2 lists these
studies and summarizes information on the learners and the languages involved:

Isble 2

Diary studies in which Reeearchere
Anslyxed Other Learnere' Diary rexts

AUTHOR (8) /DATE (8)

LEARNKR (8)

TARGET LANGUAGE (&)

Matsumoto (1989)

1 19-year-old
Japanese learner

English

Bailey (1983)

11 learners, mostly
teachers and
linguists (though
Fields' & Moore'a
reports were also
used)

Several target
languages

Parkingon & Howell-
Richardson (1$90);
Howell-Richardson &
Parkinsor (1988)

51 foreign learners
of English in
Scotland; an
unknown number of
Scottish people
learning foreign
languages

English;

rrench, Spanish and
other unspecified
target languages

Brown (1983, 198Sa
and 1985b)

36 older and
younger learners

Spanish

Grandcolas and
Soulé-Susbielles
(1986)

Unknown number of
teachers-in-
training

French¢

Ellis (1989a)

2 adult learners

German

*(I infer that French is the language under study, gince
the learners were French teachers-in-training.)

The Doubting Game

Given this review of the language lcarning diary studics, we can now return to
the doubting game and question the value (indced, the premiscs) of this approach to
SLA research. The doubting game is bascd on skepticism: "Doubting an assertion
is the best way to find an error in it” (Elbow, 1973:148). Playing the doubting game
is not just criticizing, but it does involve taking a critical stancc.

Although I do not wish to cquate the doubting game and experimental science,
itis especially casy to play the doubling game with regard to the diary studies if one

has been trained in the experimental paradigm. From this perspective, concerns
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about the diary studics can be divided into three main categories: (1) problems

regarding the subjects, (2) problems in data collection, and (3) problems in data
analysis.

Many of these issues are related to the concept of gencralizability as a desired
goal of experimental rescarch. Generalizability (or external validity, as it is also
called) is the extent to which the findings of a study can be applied beyond the
context of the original investigation. In the experimental paradigm, hypotheses are
tested on a sample of subjccts, carefully sclected to represent the broader population
of interest. An inherent assumption in this form of research is that the findings of
such studies can be generalized to that population.

Problems Regarding Subjects

The usual concerns regarding subjects in the diary studies hinge around the
small number of learners involved. As with other case studics, there is often only
one subject (see, c.g., Bailey, 1980; Daniclson, 1981; Ficlds, 1978; Jones, 1980;
Matsumoto, 1989; Moore, 1977; Rivers, 1979 and 1983; Rubin and Henze, 1981,
Schumann, 1980). Obviously a learner can only introspect about his or her own
lcarning processes (by definition), but it is also possible to compare the findings
from different lcarners’ diaries. Ellis (1989a) and Schumann and Schumann (1977)
both reported on two learners, while Bailey (1983) reviewed cleven learners’
journals (or the published reports based upon them). Journals from thirty-six
lcarners of Spanish were studied by Brown (1983, 1985a, 1985b). The largest
number of subjects reported to date was the cohort of 51 lcarners of English in the
study by Parkinson and Howcll-Richardson (1990). But even fifty-one is a very
small number by experimental standards. The concern about large subject pools in
cxperimental rescarch is that (1) large samples arc more representative of the
population, and (2) most statistical procedures work more reliably with large
numbers of subjects.

Another concern about several of the diary studics published thus far is the fact
that many of the diarists were themselves linguists, experienced teachers, or
language teachers-in-training. This is the casc in all the published diary studics
except for Brown (1983, 1985a, 1985b), Ellis (1989a), Fields (1978), Matsumoto
(1989), Moore (1977), and Parkinson and 1Towecll-Richardson (1990). As Parkinson
and Howell-Richardson (1990:128) note, in these instanees
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"the diarists are linguists...going *back to school” after (and usually during)
work as teachers/rescarchers/teacher cducators, and their perceptions are
incvitably affected by this: They sometimes find their theoretical

sophistication surprisingly unhelpful, but it cannot fail to colour their
report.”

The concern is that these researchers/diarists may not be typical of other language
learners -- cither becausc they are potentially better language learners or because
they may have more metacognitive or mctalinguistic awareness. (According to
Mann, 1982:89, metacognitive awarcness means the subjects can "observe the
contents of their minds and infer from this observation the processes in operation.”)
Teachers as language lcarners may also experience more ego-involvement in the
language lecarning process than would other language learners. For these reasons,
the concern is that what we learn about language teachers or linguists as language
learners may not be generalizable to other students.

Problems in Data Collection

Another problem arca for the diary studies involves the data collection process.
By definition, the diary data arc produced by the learner himself, recording, reacting
to, and reflecting upon his experiences. Thus the diary studics are subject to all the
difficulties associated with other forms of self-report (Oller and Perkins, 1978) and
introspective and retrospective data collection (see Facrch and Kasper, 1987;
Grotjahn, 1987; Scliger, 1983). The diaries involve subjective data, based entirely
on the learners’ perceptions of their experiences. They are by no means objective
reports, and objectivity is onc of the desired hallmarks of experimental rescarch.

Furthermore, in cases where the journal entries are made after the event
(immediate to delayed retrospection), there are serious concerns about how much
time clapsed between the event and the recording (Scliger, 1983). As Fry points out
(1988:160) "With retrospective data, all the problems of cognition in introspective
data are magnificd by the lapse of time between the event and the reporting of it."

Another scrious concern about data derived through introspection is the
question of what parts of our mental processing arc actually open to cxamination.
Scliger's (1983) mcthodological review examincs, among other things,
"psychoanalytic” studics utilizing "mentalistic data.” He categorizes the diary
studies and work involving think-aloud protocols within this type of rescarch.
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Seliger points out that data from the "psychoanalytic™ studies can be evaluated in
two ways: (1) in terms of what they tell us about the affective domain, and (2) "for
what they can tell us about the processes of language learning itself” (ibid.:187).
The problem with the latter, of course, is that we do not know how many or which
of these language lcarning processcs operate within learners’ conscious awareness
and are therefore available as objects of introspection. In the casc of the diary
studics, those language lcarning processes which learners actualiy choose to write
about arc potentially a smaller group than are all the conscious processes which
lcarncrs might writc about, and this subsct of conscious processes is presumably
smaller than the cntire range of language learning processcs, both conscious and
unconscious, which influence second language acquisition. This rclationship is
depicted in Figure 2:

Figure 2: Subsets of Language Learning Processes

All language All conscious Those
learning processes, language learning in-awareness
both conecious and processes available language
unconscious for introspection learning
processes
written
about by
the dlarist

Even if we reject outright Scliger’s (1983:187) claim that "obviously, it is at the
unconscious level that language lcarning takes place,” we must acknowledge that
the diarics, as data collection devices, can only access some (as yet unspecified)
suusct of all language lcarning processcs.

Likewisc the quality of the journal entrics varies from "thick description”
(Geertz, 1973:6) to sketchy reports. If the diarist records only cxternally verifiable
facts, we are left with a flat account, which could have been derived more reliably
from transcribed tape recordings of the event. On the other hand, if the diarist
records only reactions, without detailing the events lcading to these reactions, the
reader is left with assertions that lack credibility. Fry (1988:161) states that
"consistency, in terms of time (i.c., that the data is recorded at a fixed time afier the
cvent, preferably as soon as possible) and in terms of depth (i.c., the level of detail
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recorded) cannot be ensured.” Seliger also notes that most language learners are not
trained linguists and do not, therefore, have available the means for describing
linguistic processes or for interpreting them reliably. And, if the diarist revises the
journal for public consumption, as described in Bailey and Ochsner (1983), we have
no way of knowing how much information has been deleted or changed.

Finally, as Fry points out, the diary-keeping process itself is extremely time-
consuming "and initial enthusiasm may give way to fatigue" (1988:161). Rubin and
Henze (1981:17) claim that "the amount of time spent keeping a diary can be
reduced if students are directed to focus on specific aspects of cognitive learning.”
As a time-saving device, these authors suggest that learners make notes and mark
them with an asterisk in their regular class notebooks (ibid.). Brown (1985b:132)
claims that "both participant observation and diary studies require considerable time
writing up the data and analyzing them, but participant observation takes more time
in gathering the data.” Nevertheless, as with any longitudinal case study, keeping a
journal over a long period of time demands a commitment on the part of the diarist.

The issue of time, in turn, raises questions about the data collected in the non-
introspective diary studies (i.c., those in which a researcher analyzes diary entrics
made by other language learners). What is the commitment, and what sort of
quality can we expect from diarists who are required, in some sease, to keep
intensive journals? Both Asher (1983) and Brown (1985b) discuss the difficulties
of gathering data from learners, and the variable quality of data from different
informants is a much-discussed problem in ethnography (sce, e.g., Georges and
Jones, 1980; Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983; Johnson, 1975; and Malinowski,
1989).

Problems in Data Analysis

Problems in data analysis arc related both to concerns about the subjects and
about the sort of data gencrated by the diaries. Given the small number of subjects,
and the fact that many have been potentially atypical second language learners, the
genceralizability of the findings of such studics is limited. Furthermore, with the lack
of control over variables and the pre-experimental nature of the design, causal
statements are not possible,

The data gencrated by the diarists are also subject to all the problems assaciated
with ather types of qualitative data analysis. These include issues of data redvction
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(Whether through summarizing, coding, developing typologies, etc.), the definition
of categories, the open-ended nature of the data, reliability in coding and
interpretation, etc. We must also be aware that the published diary studies are either
extremely long (e.g., Schmidt and Frota, 1986, is ninety pages) or may involve
abstractions and inferences with no supporting data (¢.g., Schumann and Schumann,
1977). While quantitative data can be easily summarized, through the conventions
of descriptive statistics, and presented in tabular form for economy of reporting, it is
difficult to convey the compelling contents of learners’ diaries without quoting
excerpts from the journais themselves.

Part of the difficulty here is that second language acquisition research involving
interpretive analyses of qualitative data lacks what Kaplan (1964:3-11) has called
"reconstructed logic," instcad, we have mainly "logic in use" (ibid.). In contrast, the
familiar statistical operations associated with the experimental paradigm (i.e., the
quantitative analysis of typically quantitative data) provide researchers working in
that tradition with clear-cut procedures for making decisions about statistical
significance. Experimental science and statistical procedures also involve a good
deal of "logic in use," but this fact is often obscured by the clearly delincated
"reconstructed logic" of the experimental paradigm.* A

In analyzing the journal entrics, the researcher (and subscquently the reader)
must ask, "What constitutes a pattern? What makes an event ’salient’ to the leamer?
How are key terms defined?" Such methodological issues have been widely
discussed in qualitative approaches to data analysis in sociology (¢.g., Brown, 1977,
Johnson, 1975; Krippendorf, 1980; Morgan, 1983; Reason, 1988;), education
(Marshall and Rossman, 1989), evaluation (Cook and Reichardt, 1979; Guba, 1978;
Patton, 1980), and anthropology (c.g., Dobbert, 1982; Georges and Jones, 1980;
Spradley, 1979, 1980). Likewise the life history approach (see Bertaux, 1981, and
Watson, 1976) is widely used in social science research, as is the case study method
(Yin, 1984). However, the interpretive procedures for analyzing qualitative data
have not yet been well codified in the methodology literature on second language
acquisition rescarch, with the possible exception of discourse analysis. (An
exception is van Licr, 1988, which deals with both coding and transcription.)

Furthermore, the diary studies have apparently not bora fruit in terms of carly
claims about their potential uscfulness as hypothesis-generating tools, although Fry
considers the hypothesis-generating role to be the "most tenable of the claims®
madc about diary studics (1988:164). I is not clear whether this gap is a result of
the diary studics themselves failing to suggest testable hypotheses, or simply the
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result of experimental researchers choosing not to utilize the constructs or
hypotheses suggest=d by such studies.

In short, from the point of view of experimental research, there are numerous
problems associated with the diary studies, operating at all levels (of subjects, data
collection, and data analysis). Most of these problems hinge around the notion of
generalizability, the precept that the results of experiments or ex post facto studics
on samples should be generalized to the wider population. The diary studies fall
short of most of the requirements of external validity, and arc therefore potentially
uninteresting to researchers trained in the expcrimental paradigm.

The Believing Game

But achicving generalizability is neither the purpose nor the point of the diary
studies. As van Licr points out (1988:2-3):

"There has been aimost unanimous pressure to choose topics for research
that can be readily gencralized to larger populations.... We are all agreed

that greater understanding of language learners is also a legitimate
activity."

The point of the diary studics is to understand language lcarning phenomena and
related variables from the learner’s point of view. If we sct aside the notion that
gencralizability is the sole legitimate focus of SLA rescarch, it then becomes very
easy to play the believing game with regard to the diary studics.

Why should we play the believing game? Elbow, the author of the metaphor,
claims that

"By bclicving an assertion we can get farther and farther into it, see more
and morc things in terms of it or through’ it, usc it as a hypothesis to

climb higher and higher to a point from which more can be seen and
understood” (1973:163).

This is exactly what Larsen-Freeman did (in 1981), when she played the believing
game with four ditferent modcls of second language acquisition, trying to sce what
cach one could reveal to her about the role of cognition in SLLA, if she accepted the
model’s premises and argumcents. We will play the believing game, with regard to
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the language learning diary studies, in terms of what they have to offer teachers,
learners, and second language researchers.

Benefits for Language Teachers

The experience of studying a language again, when onc is alrcady a language
teacher, is always revealing. But the powerful and sometimes surprising insights
one gains by struggling with a new linguistic system and all the emotional baggage
that goes with it can best be captured and later reflected upon by keeping a diary.
Rubin and Henze (1981) note that in pre-service training, the typical language
requirement can be enhanced by having the teachers-in-training keep a journal of
their experiences and analyze the trends. For instance, Daniclson, an experienced
teacher and teacher trainer, reports re-expericncing things which she knew but had
lost touch with. T purposefully usc this tactile expression to match the kinesthetic
and visual images used in Daniclson’s entry:

"Once again, | was actually experiencing and reflecting on msny things

which 1 intellectually understood but no longer felt or saw from a learner’s
point of view and many things which I had long ago tucked neatly away
and forgotten™ (1981:16; underscoring added).

Bailey (1983:76) discusses how the imagistic language of the diary entries can
reveal the learner’s attitude. Teachers reading learners’ journals (and researchers
who analyze such journals as data) should be aware of the metaphors students select
to express themselves. (For a similar perspective in the teacher supervision
literature, see Gebhard, 1984:509-512.)

Even without keeping journals as learners, teachers can benefit greatly from
reading the available diary studics. The account of Simon and Monique’s different
reactions to their German program cannot help but remind us that our classes are
full of dissimilar students, whose nceds are only more or less met by our
instructional decisions (Ellis, 1989a). Anyouc working with older learners should
read Brown’s (1985a) and Daniclson’s (1981} reports. Teachers struggling with
issucs of testing and grading should read Bailey’s (1980) account of students’
reactions to an "unfair® test. And Schmidt's frustrations with his teacher denying
the truth valuc of his utterances for the sake of the drill will sound uncomfortably
familiar to instructors who have tried to balance the goals of the lesson with the
learners’ cmerging personal agendas. These vignettes from  the leamers  are
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powerful and sometimes disquicting reminders of the students’ central role in

classroom second language learning, and of how seldom we as teachers really know
their points of view.

Benefits for Language Learners

How can the diary studies benefit language learners, other than by making
teachers more aware of and sensitive to the learners’ perceptions, strategies, and
feclings? It is my belicf that it is useful both for learners to keep journals and to
rcad diary studies by and about other language learners. First we will consider the
benefits of kecping journals.

The frustrations of learning a second language .re well documented in SLA
research. Some authors feel that keeping a diary provides a safety valve. This is the
cathartic function of diary studies: Learners may write out their frustrations instead
of skipping or dropping class, or harboring grudges against the teacher or other
learners (Bailey, 1983; Bailey and Ochsner, 1983:193).

Some learners have the perception that keeping a language learning diary can
promote awareness of second language learning processes and pitfalls. The
following comments were taken from learners’ diaries cited in Grandcolas and
Soulé-Susbiclles (1986:301):

*This observation work has made me aware of the part I was able to play
in my learning of the language. It was possible for me to take part actively
in this course, cven with this traditional method, as I really wanted to learn
something clse differently. It scems to me that, if every learner was made
aware of his/her learning, the development of the course would be
changed."”

"Qur part of learncr/observer has made our utterances less spontaneous,
morc consciously organized for the checking of such or such a
hypothesis.... We were much more sensitive to what was important and
what was not.... Let us not go to a language lesson as passive consumers!”

Thesce seatiments are echoed by Rubin and Henz, in their co-authored analysis
of Henze’s journal (1981:24):




"There are definite benefits from making such observations. Herze (the
learner) said that the research helped her to focus her learning, and that by
the end of the course she had concretized some vague notions about her
own learning by providing specific examples. After the study, Henze could
more clearly sce how she uses her knowledge of other foreign language
structures in the comparison and modification of hypotheses in learning
Arabic. In addition, the diary helped Henze to evaluate her own learning
strategies enabling her in some cases to manipulate situations so that she
received the most benefit."

In this case, the authors claim, both making the diary entries and later analyzing
them were helpful to the teacher-turned-leamer.

Brown also found that, in the diary entries, learners were able to recognize their
own progress and suggest ways to improve the instructional program. She states
that many learners "gave evidence in their journals of being aware of their progress.
It may be that the awarencss would have come without the journals, but writing it
down made it very evident" (1985b:131).

As Fry has noted (1988:161), "the act of recording aspects of learning
behaviour will raise consciousness of that behaviour and may change it." This is, of
course, a restatement of Labov’s (1972) classic "observer’s paradox." But this fact,
which is a potential drawback for researchers, can be a tremendous asset for
language learners. Asher (1983) has documented ways that she used published
diary studies in helping to make adolescent learners of French more aware of their
own learning strategies. There are probably several ways that diaries could be used
by creative teachers in learner training programs.

Benefits for Language Learning Research

As noted above, diary studies of language learners in formal instructional
settings are part of the emerging tradition of language classroom research, as
described by Allwright (1983), Allwright and Bailey (*991), Bailey (1985), Brumfit
and Mitchell (1990), Chaudron (1988), Gaies (1983), Long (1980, 1983), Mitchell
(1985), and van Licr (1984, 1988, 1989). With data generated by the learners
themselves, the diary studies provide us with views from "inside the black box’," to
use Long’s (1980, 1983) metaphor for the unexplored processes of classroom
language learning. Likc other introspective methods, diary studics give us
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information about the language leamers and particularly about their perspectives on
affective and instructional factors which influence sccond language iearning.

The use of diaries as a source of data is a well established procedure in
naturalistic inquiry (e.g., scc Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983; Malinowski, 1989;
Plummer, 1983:17-21; and Yin, 1984). While the diary studies are not
experimental, they are empirical, in the sense that they start with the collection of
data -- data, in Bateson’s (1972) sense as "records of events." The learners’ journals,
however, provide both records of events and, through introspection and
retrospection, the learners’ responses to those events. In an age when both pedagogy
and curriculum development have recognized the learner’s central role, it is
appropriate that rescarchers should also bring the learner into the picture. In fact,
Allwright and Bailey (1991) have suggested ways for classroom rescarchers to
include learners collaboratively in the research process. The lingering question is,
what do diary studics have to offer research?

I would argue that the diary studies are absolutely essential to advancing our
understanding of classroom language learning. At the present time we are working

with an unrefined tool to craft an only dimly understood representation of language
learning. Properly done, the diary studics can provide us with important missing

pieces in this incredibly complex mosaic -- picces which may not be fully
accessible by any other means.

Diary studies allow us to sce factors id~ntificd by the learners which we, as
rescarchers and teachers, may not consider to be variables worth studying. The lack
of researcher control over variables, which is seen as a problem in experimental
science, is viewed as a strength of the naturalistic inquiry tradition. Experimental
rescarch on classroom language learning has often been criticized for its laboratory-
like cleanliness and disregard for context (¢.g., van Lier, 1988). One strength of the
diary studies to date is that they reflect the "real-world" conditions under which the
data were collected: F. Schumann writes about the discomforts of her living
quarters in Tunisia; Schmidt rclates his extreme annoyance with the Brazilians who
talk about him in Portuguese, not knowing that he understands; Jones expresses her
humiliation in the Indoncsian class, where the program director belittes her in front
of the other students. These arc all factors which are not controlled in experimental
research -- nor are they usually cven addressed. But for these learners, and
presumably for many others, they were powerful negative experiences which were
perccived as having an influence in the language leaming process.




Another positive factor is that the primary data collection process, keeping 2
diary, is "low-tech," portable, and trainable. It can be used by any language lcarner
with the will to introspect and retrospect, and the ability to keep writing. It does not
requirc extensive preparation in test development, questionnaire design, or
statistical procedures. Nor is it expensive in terms of equipment and materials.

This does not mean, however, that anyone can and should conduct diary
studies. Rather, the basic prerequisites for data collection include at least a
willingness to view oneself critically, and the ability to question one’s motives and
write comfortably and consistently, regularly and at great length, without premature
editing. This is a very difficult task indeed. (See Yin, 1984:55-60, for a more
dctailed discussion of desired skills for case study researchers.)

Furthermore, the diaries can provide valuable sources of data triangulation
(Denzin, 1978; Fry, 1988; van Lier, 1988) when used with other sources of data.
This strength has been aptly demonstrated by Brown (1983, 1985a, 1985b), Eliis
(1989a), Matsumoto (1989), and Schmidt and Frota (1986). Given what we are
beginning to lcarn about individual differences in language learning (¢.8., Ellis,
1989b) SLA rescarch which fails to take personal variables into account must be
interpreted very cautiously. Without the diaries written by Simon and Monique,
Ellis (1989a) would have had an impressive battery of test results on the two
leamners, but no way of accessing their very different responses to their instructional
program.

An appreciation for individual differences (Which Schumann and Schumann,
1977, called "personal variables") leads directly to the importance of studying
single lcarners in depth. The value of the detailed case as an exemplar has long
been recognized in the life history approach (e.g., Bertaux, 1981; Watson, 1976)
and in casc study research (sce Yin, 1984, for a thorough methodological
discussion). The language learning case studics collected by Hatch (1978) yiclded
extremely important ideas in the carly days of sccond language acquisition research.

Itis certainly uscful, in the scarch for gencralizable findings, to obtain
measures of central tendency and measures of dispersion of scores about the mean
in a group of scores, but these data and the subscquent inferential statistics which
are conducted witl them do not supply all we need to know about language leamning
-- particularly in classrooms, where there is at lcast some obligation to help the
lcarners get on with learning. If we had only means and standard deviations and
tests of statistically significant differences, we could not tell how profoundly and
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distressingly different Monique was from Simon (in Ellis, 1989a). Nor can we
begin to understand the factors which drive people from the language classroom
unless we listen to the learners: the drop-outs, the discouraged and the
overwhelmed who often just disappear from expcrimental studies, or suffer through
the course to the end without our discovering why they did poorly (or even well) on
(some of) the dependent variables. Here again we find a parallel between the
doubting game and experimental research: "The doubting game deals with classes
of things...whereas the believing game deals with particular, unique things" (Elbow,
1973:165). SLA research, in its zeal to gencralize, must not lose sight of the
individual learner.

It has been argued by Fry (1988:163-164) that the diary studies "have revealed
nothing that directly contributes to our understanding of SLA processes.” Fry’s
review, however, does not include some of the more substantial diary studies (e.g.,
Bailey, 1983; Brown, 1983, 1985a, 1985b; Ellis, 1989a; and especially Schmidt and
Frota, 1986) which are now available. (I think Fry’s claims are essentially right for
the two diary studies he does cite: Bailey, 1980, and Schumann and Schumann,

1977).

As we improve the diary study tool, the resulting SLA findings will also be
more helpful. For instance, in Schmidt and Frota (1986), the combination of
Schmidt’s linguistic insights and Frota’s native-speaker awareness leads to very
convincing comments about second language acquisition. Even though Krashen
(1983) introduced the "notice-the-gap" principle, it is now Schmidt and Frota’s
revision of that principle, supported by i!lustrations from "R’s" journal, which is
most often cited in the SLA literature. Likewise, Schmidt’s experiences, as
documented in his journal, shed new light on the autoinput hypothesis, which was
suggested in an earlier form by Gregg (1984) and Sharweod-Smith (1981), as
Schmidt and Frota point out. Such diary studies have the capacity to add depth,
detail, and realism to existing hypotheses and theoretical constructs.

The diary studies are also ready sources of illustrations for researchers to use
with non-researchers. As Peter Skaw has pointed out (personal communication,
1991}, having clear prose examples of language learning as perceived by the
learners themselves can be extremely useful for communicating with audiences who
are not trained in the interpretation of statistical reporting. Such audiences include
many teachers, most language learners, some funding agency representatives,
parents, administrators and the media.
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Finally, learners’ journals and the resulting diary studies can offer researchers a
wealth of new ideas and questions about second language learning. The following
come immediately to mind:

)

*)

©)

(©)

Y

Following from Parkinson and Howell-Richardson’s (1990) discussion of
learners’ perceptions of time spent on language learning, van Lier
(personal communication) has suggested we consider the role of quality
time (as opposed to quantity of time) as a variable in SLA.

Given the cooperation/competition factor which has emerged in some diary
studies (e.g., Schumann, 1980; Bailey, 1983), how can couples (Brown,
1985a; Schumann and Schumann, 1977) and teachers or groups of
classroom learners manipulate this factor to enhance language learning?

For learners in second language situations, what are the respective roles of
in-class instruction and out-of-class interaction in promoting and/or
inhibiting second language learning? (See Jones, 1977, and Schmidt and
Frota, 1986.)

What do learners gain in situations where the variable linguistic input
available is sometimes more and sometimes less demanding and
challenging? (See Danielson, 1981, and Schmidt and Frota, 1986.)

How do the language learning experiences of non-linguists (¢.g., Fields,
1978, and Moore, 1977) differ from those of linguists, if at ali?

What language classroom factors lead to debilitating anxiety (Bailey,
1983; Parkinson and Howell-Richardson, 1990) and how can such anxiety
be managed?

What diffcrences emerge in the perceptions of learners in the same class,

program, or situation (¢.g., Monique and Simon in Ellis, 1989a; Schumann
and Schumann, 1977)?

These questions (and many others) can be addressed by diary studics, provided they
are done well.




Suggestions for Further Reading

Other sources of information may be useful to people interested in using this
approach to research. These include the methodological papers which have been
written about the diary studies. Both Matsumoto (1987) and Fry (1988) have
published critical reviews of diary studies in the journal of the Japan Association of
Language Teachers. Matsumoto’s work is generally laudatory: She plays the
believing game. Fry’s work is more critical: He plays the doubting game through
most of his article, but then comments on the uscfulness of diary studies in action
research (Kemmis and Henry, 1989; Kemmis and MacTaggart, 1982; Nunan, 1989,
1990). Brown (1985b) has compared the diary studies and participant observation
as two approaches to language classroom research, and Howell-Richardson and
Parkinson (1988) have discussed the "possibilities and pitfalls" of learner diaries.
Bailey and Ochsner (1983) make a case for improving the quality of diary studies
by (1) establishing believability, (2) identifying (and identifying with) the audience,
(3) minimizing author distance, (4) providing information a%out the second
language learning context, and (5) explaining in some detail haw the diary data
were collected and analyzed.

Other related papers are concerned not with diary studics per se but with a
broader focus on introspective and retrospective data collection in general. These
include Cohen and Hosenfeld’s (1981) paper on uses of mentalistic data in SLA
research, which is generally positive. The volume by Faerch and Kasper (1987) --
particularly the methodological paper by Grotjahn -- provides a valuable treatment
of introspective methods. An important criticism of this type of work is by Seliger
(1983), who argues that lcarners’ "verbal reports can be taken as a starting point for
research, not as an empirical conclusion” (1983:185). Chaudron’s (1983) article on
mctalinguistic judgments is helpful, and Mann (1982) offers numerous useful
suggestions for impraving the quality of introspective data -- particularly the think-
aloud form of verbal protceols. Working in a different tradition, Churchland (1990)
discusses introspection and its connection to conscious knowledge.,

Numerous references to classroom research have already been cited. As part of
a broader rescarch tradition, language lcaming diary studics are part of naturalistic
inquiry (secc Guba 1978; Lincoln and Guba, 1985), and are most closcly related to
cthnography. For articles on ethnography in language-related research, sec Watson-
Gegeo (1988) and van Licr (1990). Books on this topic include Cazden (1988),
Saville-Troike (1982), and van Licr (1988). The collections cdited by Green and
Wallat (1981) and Trucba, Guthric and Au (1981) arc uscful anthologies.
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Information dealing specifically with quantitative and qualitative approaches to
second language classroom research can be found in Chaudron (1986). In the
broader arcna of general educational research, Cook and Reichardt (1979) have
edited a book on qualitative and quantitative research methods. Yin's (1984) book

on case study research would be very useful to anyone considering doing a diary
study. '

For people wishing to read more about competing research paradigms, an
excellent starting point is Ochsner’s (1979) paper, which argues for a bilingual
perspective in SLA rescarch. He discusses the history of both the nomothetic
(experimental) paradigm and the hermeneutic (interpretive) tradition, in which the
diary studics may be categorized. Ochsner’s work influenced both Long’s (1980,
1983) idcas on approaches to language classroom research, and Schumann’s (1983}
discussion of art and science in SLA research. Smith and Heshusius (1986) outline
the history of relations between positivistic (experimental) science and naturalistic

inquiry, highlighting the major philosophical differences between the two
approaches.

In this paper, I have tried to define the diary studies and to locate them within
classroom rescarch in the naturalistic inquiry tradition. NextI summarized the
findings of the diary studics published to date. Then I tried to raise concerns by
playing "the doubting game," and to raise interest by playing the "believing game."
My intent was to play both games cqually well, but I belicve that it is of potentially
more importance to play the doubting game from the perspective of one who
accepts the genre (and can therefore bring an appropriately critical cyc to bear upon

its offerings to datc) than to play just the belicving game. As van Licr has pointed
out (1989:42),

"The blacksmith cannot criticize the carpenter for not heating the picce of
wood over a fire. However, the carpenter must demonstrate a principled
control over the materials used.”

I hope that in this paper 1 have demonstrated that the diary studies are at least an
emergent craft. We have not perfected the use of lcarners’ diaries as tools. Indced,
only a few of the published diary studics (c.g., Schmidt and Frota, 1986) have been
exemplary. Much more work needs to be done.
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Endnotes

I would like to thank Peter Shaw, Leo van Lier, Cherry Campbell, and Ruth Larimer for their
perceptive comments on carlier versions of this paper. My thanks are also due to Amy Saviers,
Naomi Kubota Fujishima and Vicki Voll for their hard work at the word processor: Coping with
the numerous generations of this manuscript has shown them the dark side of process writing.

I apologize if I have overlooked any published diary studies and would appreciate being informed
of the citations.

Asher also conducted directed diary research when she supervised a group of cight adolescents
receiving French instruction in the U.S. and then subsequently using their French in a homestay
program in Switzerland. Asher gave her learners several different tasks to do, related to
discovering their own learning patterns. These tasks included reading and analyzing diary entries
from Bailey (1980) and Jones (1980). More information can be found in Asher's unpublished
masters thesis (1983).

It would probably be worthwhile for someone considering doing a diary study to attempt an
analysis of River's (1979, 1983) data, as a way of getting familiar with the process.

Although we do not often make the connection in present- -day English, competent and compete
originally derived from the same root words. (See the Qxford English Dictionary, 1971:718-719.)

I apologize to t-< authors for not having discussed Howell-Richardson and Parkinson (1988) in
more depth. It was not available to me as 1 wrote this article.

Fo'lowing Asher (1983), I belicve learners’ diarics can be uscful tools in learner training programs.
The study by Ellis (1989) is accessible and clear, and the contrast of the two learners’ styles would
provide useful discussion material for other second language Icarners to read.

Itis not my intent here to criticize experimental science or to point out the numerous short-comings
of working with quantitative data: When I wish to determine causality or correlations, [ work with
those tesearch designs and the appropriate statistical tools.
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PERSONALITY AND SECOND-LANGUAGE
LEARNING: THEORY, RESEARCH
AND PRACTICE

Roger Griffiths

Abstract

Despite the importance of differences between language learners being
frequently asserted in the second-language literature, investigations of the
rclationship between personality and learning have largely failed to produce
significant findings. Consequently, reviewers have tended to write off personality
variables from the L2 research agenda. The claim made in this paper is that this is
unjustified, and that it results from giving unwarranted credibility to studies whose
basic assumptions are ill-founded. Theoretically sound and research based
hypotheses derived from the psychological literature (particularly the work of
Eysenck} are, however, proposed as alternatives to global correlational ones. In
reviewing specialist research in the field, arcas in which personality is seen to be of
potential importance in an L2 context include: methods; specific methodology;
task-based learning; pairwork/groupwork; praise/reinforcement; range of stimuli;
and testing. Cross-cultural research is demonst- ated to be of particular interest in
Asia where a number of distinctive personality and mental ability profiles have been
observed. Preliminary findings from on-going research are reported. Research
findings on the personality of teachers are also discussed. It is concluded that by
working within established theory and using validated instruments, research on
personality in an L2 context has demonstrable potential to inform practice.

Introduction

Despite resurgent interest in individual differences of second language learners
(e.g. Skehan, 1989; de Jong & Stevenson, 1990) the study of personality as a
variable in L2 lcarning is in a state of serious decline; it has in fact largely been

written off the rescarch agenda (as reflected in the publication of major journal
articles).




However there are grounds for maintaining that the adoption of an alternative

research perspective is long overdue. Four arguments are consequently proposed in
this paper.

1) The writing off of personality variables in tke context of L2 research is
unjustified, and results from giving credibility to studies based on ill-conceived
assumptions.

A sufficiently detailed and elaborated theory of personality exists and could be
profitably built on.

Mainstream psychological research indicates variables and interactions which
might fruitfully be investigated in second-language classrooms, within the
theoretical framework referred to above.

Research carried out in this way is likely to be particularly relevant in cross-
cultural studies due to the reported distinctiveness of national/racial personality
profiles and mental ability profiles (especially in Asia).

Present Position Accorded to the Importance of Personality Variables
in Second Language Research

Whereas the importance of affective variables in second-language learning is
frequently acknowledged in the L2 literature (e.g. Brown, 1987, p. 111; Bley-
Vroman, 1989, p. 49; but sec Long, 1990, p. 275 for contrary view), variables
specifically within the realm of personality are currently accorded little importance
in research reviews. This is due to the fact that studies in which the role of
personality variables have been investigated in relation to language learning have
failed to produce consistently significant findings, e.g. Swain and Burnaby (1976)
Naiman, Frolich, Stern, and Tadasco (1978), Genessce and Hamayan (1980).

The hypothesis which has received the most attention (actually almost all the
attention) is that relating extraversion to language learning proficiency; the
relationship is however very far from being definitively established, and reviewers
have consequently arrived at generally pessimistic conclusions as to the importance
of personality variables in SLA, and even questioned the validity of the constructs
investigated. For example, in one of the most recent reviews, Skehan (1989),
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maintains that L2 research should concern itself with improving definitions in the
personality domain. He states:

"There are grounds for questioning the desirability of adopting, wholesalc,
a construct from a feeder discipline, psychology, rather than subjecting the
construct to further analysis to relate it specifically to language learning.”

(p. 105)

In like vein, McDonough (1986, p. 139) reports that L2 researchers have not
always been satisfied with the validity of personality scales developed for
psychological studies. Ellis (1985, p. 120) similarly observes that L2 researchers
have often preferred to develop their own batteries of personality traits "which
intuitively strike them as important”.

Summarising findings from L2 studies undcrtaken in this area, Ellis (1985) also
notes that "In gencral the available rescarch does not show a clearly defined effect
of personality on SLA" (p. 121). He further states that the major difficulty of

personality research in a second language context is that of identification and
measurement:

"At the moment, a failure to find an cxpected relationship (e.g. between
extroversion and proficiency) may be because the test used to measure the
personality trait lacks validity." (p. 122)

However, it can be maintained that Ellis is no more right on this issuc than is
Skeban in doubting the wisdom of dircctly adopting constructs from psychology. It
is, in fact, the central argument of this paper that only by working within the wider
theoretical framework of personality theory as claborated in the psychological
litcrature, and only by making usc of the tests which arise from that theory, will real

progress be made in investigating personality within the context of second language
learning.

Insofar, therefore, as L2 reviewers have got it wrong, it is clearly necessary to
demonstrate how and why they did so. They do, after all, draw their conclusions
from the results of extant studies. However, if the fundamental assumptions of
studies, rather than their findings, are examined, an altemative explanation becomes
possible. The study by Busch (1982), mentioned above and described by Brown
(1987, p. 109) as "the most comprehensive study to date on cxtroversion”, furnishes

a representative example.
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Busch begins her paper by stating:

"The assumption that there is a relationship between extraversion and
proficiency in a foreign language is widely held by teachers, researchers,
and students of second languages.” (p. 109)

She then describes the evidence which she supposes supports this assumption
(it does after all provide the raison d’etre of her study).

The basis for including students in the above generalisation is given first. She
notes that "31% of the students who were considered to be good language learners
in the study by Naiman, Frohlich, and Stern (1975) stated that extraversion was
helpful in acquiring oral skills". However, not only is the reference only (and
mercly) to oral skills but she might have observed (but did not) that 69% of the
students did not state that extraversion was helpful.

Sccondly, to justify the claim that the assumption is widely held by rescarchers,
she cites comment by Rubin (1975). Rubin, however, merely states that good
language learners have a strong desire to communicate (in Busch, 1982, p. 109).

The opinions of two other rescarchers who are supposed (somewhat tangentially) to
support the assumption, only appear in unpublished studies, and Busch actually
quotes Brown (1973) as questioning the view that introverts arc qualitatively less
proficient than extraverts. In all, this is not convincing cevidence of the assumption
being widely held by rescarchers (even in L2).

No data are given to support the assumption attributed to teachers.

Although Busch clearly fails to justify her claim that there is widespread
support for the assumption relating extraversion to language learning, she maintains
that "psychologist have written volumes on the subject of introversion-extraversion”
(p. 110). This is indeed truc and she might have added that in reading "extraverts
arc more proficient in English” (Busch’s hypothesis, 1982, p. 109). Indced, the
fatal flaw in this study, and in others which have looked at global language
proficiency and personality, results from the postulating of naive relationships. It is
quite simply the casc that thus far the hypotheses investigated in L2 studics of
personality are neither logically predicted from personality theory nor would they
be anticipated from a reading of the relevant experimental literature. (In fact,
insofar as general findings arc available on learning and personality, that of
Wankowski [1978] from an extensive study of British university students is that,
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"Generally speaking, it seems that in both general and department populations, it is
the neurotic and extravert studenis who tend to be less successful.." [p. 43-44)).
Consequently, the fact that researchers have not found relationships cannot fairly be
used (as it has been) to dismiss personality variables frem the L2 research agenda;

nor can highly validated psychometric instruments be held accountabie for the
failure.

However, if it is accepted that what has gore before has not gone very far and
should arguably never have started out, then a number of things necd to be
accounted for. Firstly, there is rescarchers’ evident interest in the area (as
demonstrated by the studies undertaken). Secondly, there are findings from L1
research (e.g. Blease, 1986) that teachers regard personality variables as of
considerable importance in learning. Thirdly, a survey of teachers ratings of the
importance of psychological variables in language leamning, shows that L2 teachers
have at least as high a regard for personality factors as do content teachers.

(The survey was conducted with university and language school teachers in 3
countries; Japan, England and Oman. The aim of the survey, which was regarded
as a very simple and initial probe into teachers’ opinions, was to investigate whether
these variables were seen as important by actual classroom practitioners. Responses
to a question regarding the importance of 3 psychological variables [intelligence,
personality and memory] in successful classroom language learning were recorded
on a 5-point Likert scale anchored by very important (5) and not important (1). All
three variables are observed to be highly regarded, with only minimal differences
being obscrved between them. As the survey is recognised as an extremely simple
one, further analysis of these findings is not justificd, but the tigures on
"personality” do show, as hoped, that the area might have more potential than a
reading of the extant research findings suggests).

Itis, I suggest, possible to account for the perceived importance of personality
variables, by looking, not at some understandably clusive global correlation
between extraversion and language proficiency, but by exploring interactions and
micro-arcas where both theory and experimental evidence indicate the possibility of
observing predicted reiationships in language classrooms. However, before that can
be done, as there are a number of alternative personality theories to choose from,
justification for using a particular theory needs to be established and the theory
itself needs to be briefly described.
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Table 1

Psychological Variables Survey Findings

Country N Personality lIntelligence Kewory

Oman 20 3.8 0.95 4.2 0.76 3.8 90.89
England 57 4.0 1.01 3.7 0.81 4.3 0.86
Total | 98 4.0 0.9 3.9 0.80 4.1 0.8
k. = s T

Eysenck’s Theory of Personality

Psychology books on personality arc usually arranged cponymously {c.g.
Burger, 1986, has scctions on Freud, Erikson, Eysenck, Kelly, etc.). Such
compilations present tantalizing glimpses of rescarch-based wealth amongst data-
less poverty dressed in elaborate metaphors and expansive reflection.
Conscquently, if the need is for a comprehensive theory based on empirical studies
which gives risc to testable hypotheses, preferrably having a history of experimental
verification, then the choice narrows considerably. If, in addition, there is a nced
for a reliable and verified personality test which is derived from the theory, the
choice narrows cven further. In fact, almost axiomatically, it icads to the choice
being made from "trait" theories of personality.

‘The model described in this paper is that of H.J. Eysenck (c.g. Eysenck, 1967,
1970; H.J. Eysenck & S.B.G. Eysenck, 1975; HJ. Eysenck & M.W. Eysenck,
1985). Eysenck (1970) defines personality as:

"A more or less stable and enduring organization of a person’s character,
temperament, intellect, and physique, which determines his unique
adjustment to the environment. Character denotes a person’s more or less
stable and cnduring system of conative behaviour (will); temperament,
his more or less stable and enduring system of affective behaviour
(emotion); intellect, his morc or less stable and enduring system of
cognitive behaviour (intelligence); physique, his more or less stable and

enduring system of bodily configuration and neurocndocrine cndownient.”
(- 2).
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Eysenck’s model is preferred over possible altcrnatives (e.g. Cattell, 1957) as it
incorporates a well-validated taxonomy within an explicit causal theoretical
framework. Also, not only has the theory itself generated a vast amount of (largely
supportive) research, but the psychometric instrument used to measure the major
factors (the Eysenck Personality questionnaire, [EPQ], Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975)
has been standardized in some 35 different countries (several of these being in
Asia).

Although Eysenck’s model addresses both taxonomy and causality, clearly,
taxonomy is primary: if personality could not be reliably measured on standardized
instruments then causal theories would merely be verbal effusions on the elusive
and ethereal. the notion of a hierarchic structure of behaviour (specific response -
habitual response - trait - type) is central to Eysenck’s model; it culminates in
defining the type-concepts of introversion-extraversion (I-E), emotionality
(otherwise described as neuroticism ([N]-stability), and tough-mindedness
(otherwisc known as psychoticism [P}-normality/impulse control). These major
dimensions, which are represented in almost all large-scale studies and nearly all
theoretical formulations (e.g. Cattell, 1957; Digman, 1989), are represcnted by
continua, the cxtremes of which can be described through idealized types:

"Frtraverts are sociable, like parties, have many friends and need
excitement; they are sensation-seekers and risk-takers, like practical jokes
and are lively and active. Conversely introverts are quiet, prefer reading to
meeting people, have few but close friends and usually avoid excitement.
Subjects who score high on emotionality tend to be worriers, often
anxious, moody and sometimes depressed; they over-react to stress,
finding it difficult to calm down afterwards. Stable individuals on the
other hand, are usually calm, even-tempered and unworried; they are slow
to respond emotionally and recover their equipoise quickly after arousal.
Tough-minded people are characterized by aggressive, hostile behaviour;
they seem cold emotionally, lack empathy and are insensitive to the
feelings of other people as well as their own; they are impulsive and
cgocentric but often also original and creative. They tend to be
unconventiional and appear to like odd, unusual people and things"
(Eysenck & Chan, 1982, p. 154)

Test-retest reliabilitics of the E and N scales in the very extensive British
Standardization are reported to be .89 and .86 respectively.
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The question of the validity of the EPQ (i.e. does the test actually measures
what it is intended to measure), is extensively commented on by Eysenck and
against which the test can be evaluated (obviously, the existence of such a criterion
would make the test unnecessary); the answer lies in looking at the various ways in
which validity can be approached. Content and face validity are clearly of little
relevance as the appropriacy of items need to be assessed using statistical

techniques, and a priori sclection does not guarantee that items actually load on
factors.

Eysenck and Eysenck use the term "consensual” (p. 77) validity to describe
questicnnaire validation through comparison with external ratings of informed
observers. They report satisfactory cvidence in respect of P, E and N, in this area.
They also note that predictive validity of the EPQ is shown by correlations between
ratings at onc age and questionnaire results at another. Support for the validity of
the major dimensions is also attained through criterion analysis. Itis, in fact, a
particular feature of Eysenck’s conceptualisation tiiat he insists that a criterion
group anchor cach dimension (hence Eysenck’s retention of the factor names of
neuroticism and psychoticism, instead of the less cmotionally loaded labels of
"emotionality” and "tough-mindedness"). According to Eysenck and Eysenck
(1985) the question of construct validity (the extent to which a test may be
considercd to measure a particular theoretical construct), "should [ideally] involve a
much more abstract type of theory, making possible far more complex and
surprising predictions than would be possible on... [a] simple descriptive model”

(p- 81). Such a theory is developed in the account of causality proposed by
Eysenck.

Eysenck accounts for introverted and extraverted behaviour by reference to the
concept of cortical arousal. He proposes that extraverts are characterized by under-
arousal, introverts by high arousal. Extraverts arc consequently driven to increase
arousal through sensation-sccking etc., and introverts, who are chronically more
cortically aroused, attempt to avoid strongly arousing stimuli. Eysenck and
Eysenck (1985, p. 208) acknowledge that arousal theory provides a somewhat
imprecise and oversimplified perspective, but an extremely large rescarch literature
derived from both physiological and psychological testing has produced results
which bave been essentially confirmatory; relationships between P,E and N and a
host of behaviours such as accident proneness, anti-social behaviour, criminality,
and smoking, are well documented (c.g. Eysenck, 1976). There is also abundant
and convincing evidence for a genetic account of personality derived from twin
studics (c.g. Floderus-Myrhed, Pederson, & Rasmuson, 1980; Rose, Koshenvuo,
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Kaprio, Sarna, & Langinvainio, 1988), and evidence of physiological differences
between introverts and extraverts, e.g. in temporal lobe blood flow distribution
(Stenberg, Risberg, Warkentin, & Rosen, 1990).

While it will be recognised that the above account of Eysenck’s theory is
extremely condensed, it is hopefully sufficient to demonstrate its potential
application in L2 rescarch. Presuming this to be the case, it therefore becomes
necessary to report general educational research findings and to relate these to arcas
of L2 rescarch concern. This is done in the next section.

Identifying Meaningful Hypotheses

To the extent that the evidence showing that personality features interest with
learning in meaningful ways supports teachers’ beliefs (as expressed in the survey
reported carlier) that personality is important in learning, it becomes the
responsibility of L2 rescarcher to identify the domains in which such factors
operate; this can only be done through consulting the psychological literature and
relating both theory and findings to the L2 learning situation. However, as stated
previously, as significant global correlations have only very infrequently been
observed, this necessitates an analysis of specific interactions and micro-areas;
those in which relevant rescarch findings exist include the following:

1) Methods
discovery/receptive learning

2) Specific methodology
position of rules

3) Pairwork/groupwork

4) Tasks

5) Praisc/reinforcemient

6) Range and volume of stinuli

a) boredom
b) noisc

Testing




Given the particular focus of this paper, and considering that studics relating to
all of the above have been reviewed elsewhere (Griffiths, 1991), clearly not all of
these areas need to be covered in detail. However, selected examples of relevant
research will be described.

Methods

The conclusion that different mcthods produce the same results and tend to give
support only to the null hypathesis is regarded by Eysenck (e.g. 1978, p. 145) as
artifactual. He claims that introducing personality into the picture "often serves to
demonstrate quite clearly that two methods apparently equal in effectiveness, differ
sharply, one being much better for introverts, the other for extraverts" (1984, p.
185).

The truth of this claim is demonstrated by findings from a series of studies
undertaken by Leith (e.g. 1969, also reported, 1974), one of which investigated
differences in responses to "reception learning” (i.c. standard deductive teaching of
principles by direct instruction) and "discovery learning” (i.e. the inductive method
in which students are asked to find out principles and results for themselves). Leith
investigated the hypothesis that "the greater readiness of extraverts to become bored
by routines but likely to respond to stimulus variation, and of introverts to be
disturbed by changes of set but able to maintain attentiveness to a highly prompted
task, would result in a methods by personality interaction” (cited in Eysenck, 1978,
p. 145).

A carefully prepared course (in genctics) was delivered to 211 students in
randomly assembled treatment groups. One group learned from a program prepared
in the form of direct instruction (reception learning), while the other learned from a
discovery program. The discovery program was organised so that a complex whele
was given first and then analysed, while the reception learning version built up the
complex whole step by step. Both programs contained cxactly the same content and
the same examples were covered in cach version. The difference was essentially
one of induction or deduction. A post-test on the material taught and relevant
transfer items was given one week after the completion of the course, and a
retention test was given after a further four weeks.
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Both sets of scores showed significant treatment x extraversion interactions
(p <.05 & p <.01). Findings from the experiment are given below in both tabled and
diagramatic forms.

Table2

MEAN POST TEST SCORES OF INTROVERTS AND EXTRAVERTS GIVEN
RECEPTION LEARNING AND GUIDED DISCOVERY PROGRAMMES

Teaching Strategy

Personality Reception Discovery
Type

Extraverts 21.37 24,28

Introverts 24,67 21.03

MEAN RETENTION TEST SCORES OF INTROVERTS AND EXTRAVERTS
GIVEN RECEPTION LEARNING AND GUIDED DISCOVERY PROGRAMMES

Teaching Strategy

Personality Reception Discovery
Type

Extraverts 24,44 29.63

Introverts 25.72 17.35
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Leith concludes: "The notable point about [this] experiment is that, unless
differences in personality had been included in the design, the methods of

presenting learning tasks would have appeared to give the same results" (1969, p.
108).

Similar findings have resulted from other investigations, for example, Amaria
and Leith (1969), and Leith and Wisdom (1970).

Insofar as it is possible to compare these findings (taken from content teaching)
to language teaching (especially in regard to communicative language teaching
which makes use of the principle of inductive learning, compared with deductive
methods which emphasize the study of grammatical rules), the finding that
discovery/inductive methods favour extraverts while reception/deduction favours
introverts, must surely cxcite interest. However interactions of method and

personality (of botk students and teachers) appear not to have been investigated in
this context.




Pairwork/Groupwork

The current emphasis on pair-work in L2 teaching and the claim that small-
group work involving two-way tasks promotes learning through the negotiation of
input (e.g. Long & Porter, 1985, p. 224) makes this an obvious area of investigation
in terms of personality variables.

Findings from personality research, do in fact show that the dimensions of both
I-E and N are relevant to performance in groups and pairs. In a study by Leith
(1974), for example, pairs were formed on the basis of the personality variable of
anxiety/meuroticism, pairs having either similar scores on this variable, or opposite
(i.c. one anxious, the other stable). The main results are best shown in the form of a

table.
Table 4
Comparisons of achicwernents and behaviour of same
and different anxiety level pairs®
(Hetcrogencous ability pairs in brackets, homogeneous
ability pairs without brackets)
Opposite anxicty pairs  Achicved 4% more on the post-test
(32%) than same anxicty peirs
Oppositc anxicty pairs  Achicved %B% more on the transfer-test
(113%) Than same anxcty pairs
Opposite anxicty pairs ~ Spent 5%% more time in showing
(36%) solidarity, cawing other’s status,
giving he!p and rewarding than
same anxicty peirs
Opposite anxiety pairs  Spent 121% more time asking for
(132%) orientation, information,
confirmation, than same anxiety
paers
Oppositc anxicty pairs  Spent 115% kess time 1n disagreeing
(20%) passvely rejecting, withholding
help than same anxiety pairs
* From Leith, 1974,

‘The distinction between methods in this arca of rescarch is scen in terms of the degree of guidance given
to the learncr. Ambiguities in the use of the term "method” are acknowledged, but, in gencral terms,
discovery Icarning is considered to involve the least amount of teacher guidance, and direct instruction
the most.
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Remarkable improvements over the *’same’ pairings are shown in "unlike’
pairings". Opposite anxiety pairs in the transfer test and, of 100% superiority over
the same pairs in the transfer test and, of particular importance in the light of L2
input-negotiation findings (e.g. Long & Porter, 1985), they also spent 121% - 132%
more time asking for orientation, information, and confirmation.

While it is obviously necessary to replicate such studies in an L2 context, it
should certainly be the case that, as Eysenck claims, "These results open up
fascinating vistas for both rescarch and educational practice” (1978, p. 151). This

must be particularly truc in view of the importance ascribed to pair work in
communicative language teaching.

Tasks

Evidence such as that described above docs at least suggest the possibility that
personality is important in, for example, determining individual task-type
preference, determining response to tasks of varying levels of difficulty, even
general disposition to a task-based approach. Specific hypotheses related to
personality variables therefore appear to be worth exploring in relation to the use of
tasks in language classrooms.

Praise and Reinforcement

The standard teach-training edict to praisc success, is not necessarily supported
by experimental evidence, (e.g. McCullers, Fabes, & Moran, 1987) clearly shows
that giving rewards (toys to young children in this case) can have adverse effects on
immediate performance. Other rescarch also shows that responses are often related
to personality dimensions. Nagpal and Gupta (1979), for example, found clear
evidence that individuals differ in their susceptibility to reinforcement: "Extraverts
condition more readily with the rewarding reinforcers while introverts condition
more readily with the punishing reinforcers..." (p. 475)

The need to bring findings such as these to the attention of language teachers,
and io conduct specific L2 classroom rescarch in this area is clearly obvious.
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Range and Volume of Stimuli

BOI’CQO!“

The pervasive finding of experimental work on boredom (e.g. Wankowski,
1978, p. 47) is that it is very much in the eye of the beholder. This fact must be
clearly recognised in the language classroom where teachers might overreact to the

need for activity change voiced by highly vocal extraverts while introverts might be
quietly contented.

Noise

Experimental evidence also suggests that the question of classroom noise levels
might best be approached through looking at its effects on different personality
types. Dornic and Ekchammer (1990), for example, in a study with 215 Swedish
university students, found a highly significant negative correlation between noise
sensitivity and extraversion, while Campbell and Hawley (1982) found higher
extraversion scores for students who preferred a noisy library reading room to those
who preferred a quicter room.

To the extent that classroom noise levels differ (and clearly they do both within
and between classes), it appears that performance by introverts and extraverts is also
likely to differ. The L2 researcher could therefore be involved in looking at the
effect of noisc level on the performance of studeats of differing personalities while
involved in different activities.

Testing

There are numerous branches of research on personality differences which are
of direct relevance to assessment and testing, and the field clearly needs to be
approached from both major dimensions of personality, I-E and N.

Findings from research on memory are clearly relevant to testing, and indicate
the importance of personality in this arca. At the end of a chapter devoted to
describing differences in learning and memory between introverts and extraverts,
M.W. Eysenck (1977, p. 217), for cxample, concludes "The experimental evidence
indicates that there are relatively consistent differences in extraverts show more
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rapid learning than introverts on difficult tasks, such as those involving response
compectition [see Eysenck 1977, p. 184]; extraverts tend to recall better than
introverts at short retention intervals; and extraverts retrieve information faster than
introverts from episodic and semantic memory".

Findings of Howarth and H.J. Eysenck (1968) show this relationship in a
particularly striking fashion.

RECALL

SCORE

RECALL INTERVAL

scores of extraverts and introverts at the recall interval stated.
Maximum recalt 14.
Each point is the mzzn score of 11 Ss.
From Howarth and Eysenck, 1968,

H.J. Eysenck (1978) has attempted to relate such {indings to an educational
context; he observes, "Clearly introverts remember better in the long run, while
consolidation is still proceeding; if quizzed during this time, they may give the
impression of not having paid attention. Extraverts may shinc in the short period
after learning, but will disappoint in the long run..." (p. 169)
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The timing of testing is therefore seen to be of importance; a quiz given straight
after a presentation being likely to favour extraverts while, at a later date, introverts
are likely to show gain scores.

A number of other hypotheses related to general educational testing have been
identified (Griffiths, 1991), and several of these are currently being related
specifically to the second-language context, and subsequently investigated. Berry
(forthcoming), for example, used the 86-item EPQ previously validated in Japan
(Iwawaki, Eysenck &Eysenck, 1980) to identify groups of extreme introverts and
extraverts in a sample of 96 junior college girls, and results of an English language
achievement test/subtests were related to I-E scores. As predicted, no significant
differences were obtained when overall test scores were analysed, but extraverts
werc shown to score significantly lower than introverts (p = .03) on a phrasal-level
gap-fill dictation subtest. This result was also predicted from the personality
literature which indicates extraverts to be more impulsive and less accurate on this
type of test.

These arc of course preliminary findings and little can be made of them until
they are replicated, but the fact that they emerged from a study based on a test
designed to assess achicvement on a specific course (while in the specialist
literature careful control of variables is often required before main cffects are

discerned, e.g. Revelle, Humphreys, Simon, and Gilliland, 1980) docs add to their
conviction. :

In general, while it would be simplistic to expect to find any gross differences
in language test scores between personality types it does however seem that
particular types of test (and/or item types), modes of presentation, testing context,
processing skills being assessed, ctc., will be ditferentially responded to by
extraverts-introverts/ highN-lowN learners.

Another arca related to personality from which hypotheses are currently being
derived is that of mental ability, where the visuo-spatial/verbal distinction is
attracting contemporary attention.

Mental Ability Profiles

As noted carlicr, Eysenck’s definition of personality includes a cognitive
dimension (intelligence) and here too, 2 number of Asian groups are observed to
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have distinctive profiles, especially in the balance of verbal and non-nonverbal
abilities. This is of particular interest as it is an area in which hypotheses are
currently being formulated in the L2 literature.

It is suggested, for example, that case-study findings of exceptional language
learning ability being observed in subjects with relatively weak visuo-spatiat
abilitics (e.g. as reported in Novoa, Fein and Obler, 1988, p. 301) support the view
of Schneiderman and Desmarais (1988) that mild to severe disabilities in visuo-
spatial functions may be a frequent concomitant of L2 aptitude. They propose that
talented language learners are "less left-lateralized for language than individuals
who are less flexible and consequently less talented for second-language learning”
(p. 116); as, in neurological terms, verbal abilities are, broadly, localised in the left
hemisphere and visuo-spatial abilities in the right (Lynn, 1987, p. 814), then a trade-
off of abilities appears possible, and the proposal has prima facie support.
However, as the tests used in such studies (¢.g. analogy tasks in matrix form) are
generally regarded as good measures of general ability (e.g. Cronbach, 1990, p.
231-232), and as this has been shown to have a positive, if not very strong,
relationship with successful L2 learning (e.g. Wesche, Edwards, & Wells, 1982)
then the hypothesis must still be regarded as a very preliminary one. It is however
supported by, for example, Smith (1964, cited in Lynn, 1987, p. 839-840) who, inter
alia, found a negative correlation between spatial ability and examination
performance in German by British school children. In general, however, the
position is that while the usefulness of the mental ability verbal/visuo-spatial
distinction has not been firmly established in an L2 context, the available evidence
appears to make it worth further investigation.

It is therefore clear that hypotheses relevant to language learning can be derived
from the psychological literature. Consequently, if personality can be assumed to
be important in classroom language learning, the information on individual
differences at all levels becomes worthy of consideration. Differences between
races and nations (specifically referring to Asian nations) are therefore considered

in the next section.
Asian Personality Profiles
In L2 research, as in science generally, we must look at regularitics in nature as

well as at the unique individual. We can of course do this at a number of levels all
of which (in the case of personality and language learning) might be regarded as of
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value. At the most general level, we are likely to derive some information from
data at both the national and racial levels.

Similarities in personality structure between groups have been extensively
observed (Barrett & Eysenck, 1984), and a good deal of standardization data is
available for some 35 countries including Singapore, Japan, Hong Kong, and India.
In order to facilitate cross-cultural comparisons, Barrett and Eysenck, have
presented data on transformed scales (which mean that "the figures are directly

comparable to one another" [p. 617]) from 25 countries. Those of regional interest
are given in Table S.

Table 5

Transformed Scale Heans for Cross-Cultural Comparison

Counlry Sanmple

Australia

China 500
llong Kong 270
India 509
Japan 719
Singapore 493

Australia
China
long Kong
India
Japan
Singapore

[N N R R R
e e e s e e e

Each scale mcan is presented as though
derived from a <30>-ilen scale

(From Barrett & Eysenck. 1984, p. G18)
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As is apparent, both similarities and differences between national populations
emerges from the analysis. Inline with the earlier discussion of personality
variables which appear to be relevant to language teaching/learning and, as
demonstrated by Berry (forthcoming), language testing bias, differences between
scores on E and N are of particular interest. The very high E scores in China and
Japan. Similarly, the high N scores of the Japanese (especially males) contrast with
most of the other data.

The Japanese are in fact observed to have higher scores on introversion (1owE)
and neuroticism (emotionality), than citizens of most other countries (apart from
China). Considerable support for this observation, originally based on a series of
studies by Iwawaki et al. (c.g. 1980), has recently been obtained in a large scale
study (n = 609 male and female college and university students) using a reduced
scale 86-item EPQ, by Griffiths and Berry (in preparation) and a smaller study (n -
181 male university students) by Griffiths, and Sheen (in preparation, a).

Another confirmatory finding of on-going research (Griffiths & Sheen, in
preparation, a) is that of the high visuo-spatial ability of the Japanese (Lynn, 1987).
Having rejected the GEFT (Witkin, Oltman, Raskin & Karp, 1971) as a measure of
field independence/independence (Griffiths & Sheen, in preparation, b), but viewing
it as a measure of visuo-spatial ability and an excellent measure of fluid intelligence
(following Cronbach, 1984, p. 265), it was administered to 175 male students
enrolled at a middle ranking Japanese private university (and therefore probably of
no more than high average IQ) and 63 female college students. Scores considerably
higher than USA norms and also even higher than those previously reported for 112
Japanese subjects in a study of 816 forcign students in the English Language
Institute at Brigham Young University-Hawaii (¢.g. Hansen-Strain & Strain..., p.
260) were observed. Table 6 shows relevant scores from both studies (Note 1: only
scores obtained with n :»40 are reported. Note 2: USA norms for college students;
males=12.0, s.d. 4.1; fcmales=10.8, s.d. 4.2; Witkin et al., 1971, p. 28).
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Table §
GEFT Scores in Two Asian Studies

Group Hean s.d.

Samoa

Tonga
Micronesia
Philippines
llong Kong
Chinese
Korea

A WD DR O
RN T
LT DO

Japan (Males)
Japan (Females)

Japan (Males)
Japan (Females)

(Griffiths & Sheen, in preparalion, a)

Insofar as these findings can be thought of as representative comparable
samples of the nations in question (and Hansen-Strain p.c. ..ocovvvevvneernnnnenncnssnninns
but Wemer, [1979, cited in Royce, 1988, p. 159], indicates higher Filipino spaual
ability than shown herce), results of testing on the GEFT are clearly <cnto vary
considerably between nations, thus confirming Jenson and Reynolds® (1982; 423)
observation that visuo-spatial ability (rather than verbal) is the ability which most
differentiates races. This also differs, as indicatcd by many studies (including that
of Hansen-Strain & Strain), between the sexes, with males typically scoring higher

than females (this being a well-documented general finding, e.g. sce Bernard,
Boyle, & Jackling, 1990).

Clearly, the above Jata would be shown to be of particular relevance to SLA
rescarch if, as discussed carlicr, the proposed relationship between low spatial
ability and superior language learning ability were to be conclusively demonstrated
within the compensatory ncuropsychological model proposed by Schneiderman &
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Desmarais (1988). Indications of such sizeable differences between nations/races in
visuo-spatial ability would then become of enormous L2 research interest,
particularly in Asia. It would, for example, be a finding of some importance if the
discrepancy between the Japanese and the Filipinos as indicated in the above tables,
was actually observed to be related to aspects of language learning, thus
strengthening the assumption of a neuropsychological substrate for language
learning ability. Although at this time the evidence is not yet in, the availability of
such rich cross-cultural data makes its collection all the more interesting and all the

more cssential, if we are to understand the influence of psychological variables in
language learning.

A further example of the relevance of research-based information of this type to
language learning becomes apparent when it is related to current teaching practices.
In Japan, for example, although observational classroom data are difficult to obtain
the overwhelming concensus from comparative education studies (e.g. Duke, 1986)
and questionnaire investigations (c.g. sec Aiga, 1990), is of extremely traditional
language teaching methods being employed in high schools. As Aiga (1990, p.
140) observes "most of the average lesson period is spent on mechanical drills and
on the teacher’s explanations, rather than on communicative activities.”
Explanations for the continuance of grammar-translation and pronunciation drills as
primary activities in Japanese schools usually centre on teachers teaching as they
were taught, or the demands of university entrance exams. There is, however, also
intuitive support for the view that the Japanese may be sufficiently different from
Westerners so as to justify their adaptations of methods. Ito (1978, p. 214), for
example, states (using the Germans merely as an example of Westerners), "The
method suited to the German is not necessarily suited to the Japanese.” Data to
support such opinions are not cited, but if personality and mental ability findings on
the Japanese are considered (and related to the demands of the schools to teach
English to 94% of the school age population over the age of 16) then justification
for employing tradition methodology can be derived.

Firstly, highly anxious introverted individuals are likely to be more comfortable
with methods which do not force them into public performance, which may exposc
poor fluency and crror production. And, as Lazarus, Tomita, Option Jr., & Kodama
(1966) found when their experiment on cross-cultural anxiety was ruined by
Japanecsc subjects being as anxious while watching a film on rice farming as they
were when watching one on genital mutilation, the Japanese are unusually sensitive
cven to totally disinterested observation,
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Secondly, evidence (e.g. Jenson, 1973, p. 6; 1974) indicating that low ability
subjects more approximate high ability subjects on "associative learning ability"
(rote learning) than they de on "conceptual learning ability” (abstract reasoning),
suggests the former as more suitable for groups containing high proportions of low
ability students who have high expectations. Experimental findings (e.g. Tinkham,
1990) also confirm that Japanese high school students are not only very good at rote
learning, but they also have a more positive view of it than do American students.
Japanese educationalists (e.g. Sato, 1978, p. 306) also appear to be more favourably
disposed to rote learning than do most Westerns.

Personality variables may therefore partly account for present language teaching
methodology in Japanese schools, and, in addition, help to explain why immediate
post war attempts to introduce progressive teaching methods, with children taking
an active role in the learning process, were seen as "unnatural” (Duke, p. 162) and
were, consequently, short-lived. Efforts to introduce more communicative language
teaching into Japan may consequently nced to be redoubled if they are to surmount
the hurdle presented by the Japanese personality and metal ability profile; only

demonstrations of unquestionably superiority of communicative methods are likely
to bring this about.

Solely in terms of personality, Singaporeans and subjects from Hong Kong
appear to be much more similar to, for example, the British, than do the Japanese.
Lynn (1977) does, however, indicate that Chinese Singaporeans exhibit high visuo-
spatial ability comparable to that of the Japanese. Also, in terms of learning
strategies, the findings of an L2 study aimed at improving vocabulary through
imagery and grouping strategics (O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Russo,
& Kupper, 1985) is perhaps instructive. Asian students’ performance is
summariscd as follows: "Asian students [mainly from Southeast Asia] in the
control group applied rote memorization strategics to the vocabulary task so
successfully they outperformed the experimental groups who had been trained in
what we perceived as more sophisticated strategics” (reported in O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990, p. 165). With reference to rote memorization ability, Southeast
Asians appear, therefore, to be not unlike the Japanese, and it raises the possibility

that here too resistance to more communicative methods might persevere for this
reason.

Clearly, at present the only substantive findings in the area are descriptive ones,
the relationship of these variables to L2 learning requiring a good deal of further
investigation. However, if as proposed ecarlier, personality variables are
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demonstrated to play a significant role in explaining individual differences in
aspects of language learning, then it would be illogical not to expect differences
between nationalities (especially on the scale of the I-E variation between China
and India, or on N between males of Japan and the U.K.), to be reflected in aspects
of language classroom performance. Equally, if further support is forthcoming for
the visuo-spatial-deficit/language-leaming-ability hypothesis, the difference, for
example, between, performance on visuo-spatial measures by the Japanese and

Filipinos, might be scen to have explanatory value in a cross-cultural model of L2
Learning.

As is obvious, the many interesting relationships suggested by these data
cannot now be considered as more than speculative; the area has been too long
neglected for more to be possible at this stage. Yet it is also clear that cross-cultural
studies of personality conducted within Eysenkian theory readily yield hypotheses
relevant to SLA. In fact, insofar as variables such as I-E and verbal/visuo-spatial
ability are demonstrated to be relevant to L2 learning, findings such as those
described above suggest that a model of L2 learning Which does not take cross-
cultural differences into account will be incomplete.

The Personality of Teachers

It would perhaps not be appropriate to conclude a paper on personality and
classroom icarning without at least mentioning a little of the research on the
personality of the teacher.

Early rescarch (e.g. Evans & Wrenn, 1942) which suggested that extraverts
were more successful teachers than introverts, was later questioned in studies on
meducational seduction” or the "Dr Fox effect” (Naftulin, Ware, & Donnelly, 1973).
In a mcta-analysis of the literaturc on educational seduction, Abrami, Leventhal,
and Raymond (1982) concluded that personal style, being entertaining and
charismatic, cic., can merely seduce studeats into believing they have learned.
They found "that instructor expressiveness had a substantial impact on student
ratings but a small impact on student achievement. In contrast, lecture content had

substantial impact on student achicvement but a small impact on student ratings”
(p. 446).

The current position (Murray, Rushton, & Paunonen, 1990), however, is that
teacher personality traits are translated into specific classroom behaviours which are
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validly reflected in student ratings. Although extraversien is indicated asa
distinguishing characteristic of "good" teachers, another major finding from this
rescarch is that the specific personality traits which contribute to effective teaching,
vary between course types, e.g. "neurotic extraverts” excel in large, lower-level,
lecture classes, while neuroticism appears less desirable in graduate seminars.

It is notable that all of the above research has, however, been carried out with
content teachers. Relating the personality of L2 teachers to language teaching
variables is a little-tapped area of considerable research potential.

Conclusion

Evidence of the sensitivity of teachers to individual differences of students
comes from the literature on teacher expectations and self-fulfilling prophecies.
Here the conclusion (e.g. sec Jussim, 1989) is that teachers’ expectations predicted
student performance "primarily because they were accurate” (p. 477). Results of 2
study of student-teacher interactions by Hummel-Rossi and Merrificld (1877), for
example, also show that teachers are reasonably aware of the individual needs of
learners and, where possible, respond to them. The general conclusion, however, is
that personality dispositions are perceived less accurately than ability dimensions
(¢.g. see Jussim, 1989, p. 478).

Eysenck sees this problem in terms of the data available to teachers.
Commenting on the relevance of personality variables to classroom practice, he
points out that these are "interactions to which the best teachers have of course
always been sensitive, but with which they have hitherto been able to deal only on
an intuitive rather than a rational, experimentally supported basis" (1978, p. 153).
Also, effects of intervention are not always obvious or in accord with common
wisdom, e.g. individualized instruction (in comparison with the conventional
lecture/examination method) intended to alleviate test anxicty has been observed to
Cause more anxiety than the original malady (Watson, 1988).

It is therefore necessary for the L2 researcher to explore such interactions and
transmit whatever knowledge is available in the area of classroom practitioners.
Both the theory and the available data make it appear desirable to conduct rigorous
theory-based research on personality in an L2 context ata number of levels. The
well-documented accounts of differences between races and nationalitics suggests
hypothesis formulation at this level is likely to be instructive, and conducting actual
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case studies also has obvious relevance when individual differences are under
discussion. Experimentation at levels between these extremes has also been
described and positive findings are aow forthcoming.

An additional, and extremely positive aspect of on-going research is that, in
testing hypotheses from a developed theoretical model, findings from this research
cannot only be used to inform the field of applied linguistics/EFL, but they can also
feed back into personality theory. Clearly, a symbiotic relationship was always
desirable, and, given the present reassessment of personality variables in the context
of L2 teaching/learning, it is becoming a reality.

This development represents a radical change in the status of such variables in
an L2 context, as until recently, there were few indications that the study of
personality within the discipline of SLA merited serious consideration. However,
now that the area is being seriously considered, findings of consequence are
beginning to emerge. The study by Berry (forthcoming), which appears to be the
first L2 investigation in the domain of personality to test hypotheses based on
established personality theory and the first to use and appropriately validated
personality scale derived from cross-cultural analysis, can be regarded as something
of a breakthrough in the area. It certainly suggesis exciting research-based
prospects for the future, and the possibility of L2 personality research being truly

"applied". Theory and research in the area are, in fact, now poised to make a
contribution to practice.

It is, in conclusion, of course acknowledged that personality is only one of the
many variables that play a part in explaining individual differences in SLA; it is,
however, hoped that on-going rescarch findings and restatements of theoretical
positions will convince those who have been prematurely dismissive of the area,
that it is worthy of sustaincd scientific attention. Unless "we assume that teaching
can procecd just as well in the absence of any knowledge about the learning
process, or individual diffcrences rclating to it..." (Eysenck, 1978, p. 169), then
clearly it is.
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THE CONTRIBUTION OF SLA THEORIES AND
RESEARCH TO TEACHING LANGUAGE!

Andrew D. Cohen, Diane Larsen-Freeman and Elaine Tarone

Abstracts

This paper highlights some of the areas in which SLA theories and research
have contributed to language teaching. The paper notes that while results of SLA
research may have contributed to our understanding of language learning, insights
from such research may have little direct effect on classroom instruction. One
explanation for this lack of effect is that the SLA research agenda is not necessarily
that of second-language-teaching (SLT) research. The paper culls from the SLA
research literature six areas in which SLA (and SLT) research findings have had or
could have impact on teachers’ awareness: comprehensible input, foc 's on form,
correction of speaking errors, pronunciation, speech act sets, learning strai gies and
factors influencing language learners. It is concluded that a knowledge of SLA
research findings helps to inform teachers’ decisions, even if these findings are not
directly applicable to the classroom, while some of the concepts and tools
developed in the process of research on SLA may be directly useful to teachers in
conducting needs assessment.

Intreduction

The purpose of this paper is to highlight some of the areas in which SLA
theories and research have contributed to language teaching. The task is not
straightforward in that while the results of SLA research may have contributed to
our understanding of language learning, insights irom such rescarch may have little
direct effect on classroom instruction (Larsen-Freeman 1990). One explanation for
this lack of effcct is that the SLA research agenda is not necessarily that of second-
language-teaching (SLT) rescarch. In SLT research, the interest is directed towards
how and why classroom interactions or featurcs contribute to learning opportunitics.
SLA research has tended to focus more (though not exclusively) on untutored
language learning and on out-of-class contexts, and what is minimally necessary for
SLA to take place.
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What is minimally necessary for SLA to occur in untutored contexts is not
necessarily what we should emulate in ti:: classroom. For example, some SLA
researchers have pointed out that SLA occurs without a focus on form, often
through a process of communicative interaction. While such an observation may be
valid, it does not follow that practitioners should eliminate such a focus in their
classsooms. One would hope that effective teaching would accelerate the natural
process, or clse why would one seck a teacher in the first place? Accelerating SLA
might very well involve helpful intervention in the "natural” process just as a
medical doctor intervenes so as to speed up the natural healing process of patients.®

There arc two broad ways in which SLA research has contributed to language
teaching: (1) the findings of such research have enhanced teachers’ general
understanding of second-language acquisition, and (2) many of the concepts and
tools developed in researching SLA have proven useful to teachers engaged in the
process of needs assessment.

Even though observations of natural learning may not always translate directly
into classroom practice, there is no question that findings from SLA research can do
much to enhance teachers’ understinding of second-language acquisition. With
enhanced understanding, teachers can make more informed decisions and build
upon, rather than work against, learners’ natural inclinations (Larsen-Freeman
1983). From this conviction, then, we have culled from the SLA research literature,
six areas in which SLA (and SLT) rescarch findings have had or could have impact
on teachers’ awareness: comprehensible input, focus on form, correction of
speaking crrors, pronunciation, speech act sets, learning strategies and factors

influencing language learners. It is these six arcas which constitute the primary
focus of this paper.

1. Research Findings
Comprehensible Input

A hypothesis that has bad an impact on language teaching, despite the
controversy surrounding it, is that learners move most rapidly toward mastery of a
language by acquiring it through comprehensible input (Krashen 1985, 1989). This
hypothesis states that more comprehensible input results in more language
acquisition, that language tcaching methods containing more comprehensible input
arc more cffective, and that language development occurs more effectively without
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formal instruction focusing on conscious learning. In essence, both children and
adults are scen to be able to "acquire™ a sccond language (Lightbown 1985). The
message to language teachers has been that rather than attempting to teach the
numerous structures of the language, they should focus more on making the
language available to the learners for them to acquire forms that are salient to them
at their current level of language development.

Recent reviews of the SLA literature would question the minimizing of the
effects of instruction on language learning. A review by Long (1988), for example,
found that formal instruction does have positive effects on SLA processes. Formal
target-language instruction has been found to speed up the rate at which learners
acquire the language forms and also to result in a higher ultimate level of attainment
(Ellis 1989). In fact, Long (1988) argues that it may be impossible to attain full
native speaker competence without instruction. Preciscly how and why instruction
is facilitative of SLA is an issue we feel is appropriate for an SLT research agenda.

It has also becn claimed that input alone is not sufficient for learning to take
place, but 1ather that the lcarner needs opportunitics for negotiation, which has becn
scen to lead to appropriate modifications in input complexity and amount of
redundancy (sce, for example, Long 1983). Recent studics have added qualifiers to
the issue of negotiation. Ehrlich, Avery, & Yorio (1989), for example, found that
meaning negotiations did not automatically benefit Japanese ESL learners
interacting in pairs with native spcakers, working on a problem-solving picture-
drawing task. Rather, the success or failurc of meaning negotiations in providing
comprehensi®le input was scen to depend in part on the discourse strategy
cmployed by the interlocutor: skeletonizing (i.e., providing only the bare events of
a narrative) provided greater opportunity for comprchension than did embroidering
(i.c., an expanded, cmbellished description).

Skelctonizers were more likely to repeat previously mentioned information,
perhaps breaking it up into smalicr units, while embroiderers were more likely to
provide new information, in some cases with an inordinatec amount of detail. If
natives provided skeletonized discourse, the nonnatives were better able to locate
the sources of their non-understanding than in embroidered discourse, where cach
additional detail rendered it more deeply embedded and thercfore Iess
understandable. These rescarchers concluded that if the interaction was to stimulate
change in the learners’ interlanguage system, then the learners needed to recognize
the precise nature of their non-understandings.
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This finding runs counter to an assumption in the literature that the mere
quantity of meaning negotiations within a discourse is an accurate predictor of the
quantity of comprehensible input that results. Hence, such negotiations need to be
analyzed within a discourse framework to explain their role in creating
comprechensible input. Indeed, many complex factors may determine the usefulness
of interactive tasks in providing comprehensible input to learners. Yule and
Macdonald (1990) found that in tasks presenting specific referential confl..is which
needed to be resolved, higher proficiency learners who were assigned a dominant
role often refused to engage in interactive cooperation with lower proficiency
learners, sometimes even changing the task rather than negotiating. In such cases,
the amount of negotiation and presumably of comprehensible input to the learner
improved substantially when higher proficiency learners were placed in
nondominant roles. The rescarch by Ebrlich ct al. and Yule and Macdonald
suggests why particular communicative tasks may only work for certain kinds of
discourse situations and not for others, and that the whole area is much more
complicated than previously thought.

Focus on Form

Closcly aligned with the discussion of comprehensible input and meaning
negotiation is the issuc of focus on form. More traditional language teaching
methods have often put a premium on drilling of grammatical forms as a way of
tcaching them to lcamers. Yet the effectiveness of grammar instruction depends on
the sequencing of grammar rules and the carcful assessment of learner readiness
(Pica 1989). At least in the case of grammatical morphemes and other forms that
have been studiced, it has been found that instruction does not change the natural
sequence of acquisition, although it can accelerate the movement across stages of
development. Furthermore, "practice does not make perfect” in that even though
there are acquisition sequences, acquisition is not simply linear or cumulative, and
having practiced a particular form or pattern does not mean that the form or pattern
is pcrmanently cstablished. Learners appear to forget forms and structures which
they had scemed previously to master and which they had extensively practiced.
Onc explanation for this is that the encountering of new forms causes a
restructuring of the learner’s whole language system, which may result in

simplification (however temporary) in some other part of the system (Lightbown
1985:177).
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With regard to drills, it has been scen that they seem to have generally mixed
success in geiting learners to internalize the correct grammatical forms. Teachers
have often noticed that even if learners are able to demonstrate reasonable control of
given structures in practice, they fail once they are called upon to use the same
structures in communication. Research documenting such task-related shifts in
accuracy of grammar as well as of pronunciation is summarized in Tarone (1988).
One theory is that accuracy shifts as learner attention shifts from form to meaning.
There is some research suggesting that especially in early stages, learners have
problems attending to form and meaning at the same time. In a study of 202
English-speaking students of Spanish, the participants were given four
tasks--attending to meaning alone, attending simultancously to meaning and to an
important (i.e., communicative) lexical item, attending to meaning and to a
grammatical functor, and attending to meaning and a verb form (VanPatten 1990).
Recall of meaning was lowest on the last two tasks, where learners focused
simultaneously on form and mcaning. Yet classroom teachers often request that

students focus not only on the content of the message but on its grammatical form
as well.

Given this problem, researchers have begun to take a compromise position

supported by SLA theory which is that learners should be led to notice grammatical
features in the input, compare what they have noticed with what they producc in
their current interlanguage, and then eventually integrate the new features into their
interlanguage when they are ready (Elis 1990). This is a departure from the
approach that would have them producing correct grammatical forms from the start
of the course. Another approach consistent with SLA findings is one that
recognizes that all language units have three dimensions (forr.s, meaning, and use)
and that it is the teacher’s task to systematically focus upon only one of these

dimensions at a time, shifting the focus as the nceds of the learners change (Larsen-
Freeman, 1991).

Correction of Speaking Errors

While SLA researchers have not done extensive research on the cffects of error
correction on speaking (far more work has been done on writing), the evidence that
is available would suggest that explicit error correction may be incffective in
changing language behavior (Lightbown 1985). In an extensive case study on his
own lcarning of Portuguese, for example, Schmidt found corrections by others not
10 be too helpful because he was not always aware that he was being corrected nor
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did he necessarily understand the problem (Schmidt & Frota 1986). The researchers
concluded that learners need to notice gaps consciously in order to make progress in
the target language. .

It has been posited that we progress in a target language by testing hypotheses
about how the language works, on the basis of inferences based on previous
knowledge (Schachter 1983), and that learners depend on negative input to verify
hypotheses about whether their utterances are comprehensible, grammatically
correct, or situationally appropriate (Schachter 1984). Such input includes not only
explicit correction, but also confirmation checks (i.c., confirmation elicited by the
speaker that the utterance was correctly understood or heard) and requests for
clarification (new information or a rephrasing of what was already said). Some

argue that even a leamner’s failure to understand an utterance can provide negative
input.

The problem is that whatever approach is selected by the teacher, Allwright
(1975), Krashen (1982), zud others would argue that the correction of oral errors
will probably have limited or no effect if learners: (1) are not focused on the form of
their message (i.e., its vocabulary, grammar, or pronunciation), (2) do not have
enough time to consider the correction, (3) do not have adequate knowledge of the
area being corrected to benefit from the correction, (4) have too little knowledge
about how the language works to know what question to ask to get clarification or
do not have adequate proficiency to understand the teacher’s explanation of what
they did wrong. Nevertheless, the research basis for these pronouncements is
limited. For example, a major survey of studies on oral feedback (Chaudron
1988:136-153) found a lack of research concerning the impact of corrections on
learners--i.e., what learners actually do with the corrections, if anything.

Two Hebrew University student seminar projects would suggest that correction
of oral target-language utterances may not even be attended to at all--or only
incffectively, and that even repeated and blatant corrections may not "take."
Alamari (1982), for example, looked at the way in which 26 advanced adult Hebrew
second-language lcarners in four classrooms related to their teacher’s oral
correction. She recorded each instance in which a learner was corrected, and then
approached the lcarners at the break in order to ask them what they did when their
oral language was corrected in class. Although all the Jearners said that they
wanted to be corrected and almost all said they took teacher corrections seriously,
about 20% rcported not paying attention to the corrections and only 15% said that
they wrote down the correction in their notebooks. Mostly, they reported repeating
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the correction to themselves. Given our largely intuitive sense that on-the-spot
repetition alone may be of limited value, we might question whether it benefited
those learncrs who reported using it as a technique.

Rosenstein (1982) conducted an interventionist study as teacher of a 100-hour
university EFL course in spoken English. He collected two-minute segments of
spoken language from each student in each of six class sessions (12 minutes in all)
as a pretest and then another twelve minutes of speech as a posttest. An analysis of
the transcriptions of the pretest allowed the teacher/investigator to assign all
Jearners an overt crror as their "public error" in need of eradication. He also
assigned cach learner a covert or "secret” error, one that they did not know about.
He made sure that this covert error was another student’s overt error in order to see
if lcarners would learn from overhearing another student corrected on "their” error.
The learners were corrected repeatedly on their overt error. Of the eight students
for whom he had complete data, two showed significant improvement in their
public crror and onc in her secret error at the end of the semester. Another two
students showed improvement in their public error and one student in her secret
error, but these findings were not at a level of statistical significance. The others
showed modest or no improvement in their public and sccret error. Rosens..in
credited the level of success attained to his general discussions with the lcarners as
to why they made errors, individual discussions with them about their particular
public crror and explanations for it, written assignments regarding the error, and
immediate correction of the public error when occurring in speech. Yet his success
was still only about S0% for public errors and perhaps 20% for secret errors.
Furthermore, for those two students who did experience improvement in their
public error, the errors may have been ones that the learners were just about to
acquirc anyway in scquence.

The recason why at least half the students managed to cmerge from the
trcatment with little or no improvement can perhaps best be found in the Alamari
study: the learners simply were not paying attention to the corrections, not paying
attention well cnough, or paying aticntion but not making an cffort to remember--as,
for example, by cfficiently recording the feedback that they received for future
reference. Another possibility is that the treatment did have a delayed effect which
went unmeasured in this study (cf. Yule, Powers, & Macdonald 1991).

Holley and King (1971) in a study of first, second, and third-ycar college
students of German found that if their teachers gave them from five to ten scconds’
wait time in order for them to check out what they had said and to sclf-correct
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before teachers jumped in to correct, the learners were able to spot and rectify more
than half of their errors. This study, which involved the use of videotapes, found
that the teacher’s pause and the non-verbal expectation of student performance
created a class atmosphere conducive to student self-correction. The time interval
did not produce tension and did not slow the tempo of the lesson noticeably. To the
contrary, it was found that teacher correction, explanation, and restatement of the
questions took up as much or more class time than extra seconds of silence.

Another study, conducted at the University of California at Los Angeles,
focused just on learncrs’ ability to spot the oral language errors that they made
(Schluc 1977). Three intermediate college ESL students were audio-taped for 15
minutes once a week and then listened to their tapes for 45 minutes, over a ten-week
period. It was found that the students were able to spot their own errors only 25-
40% of the time. In other words, they were oblivious to at least 60% of their errors,
with their attention to form decreasing the more they wanted to communicate.
When they were able to spot their crrors, they were able to correct most of these,
Hence, one message to the learner and to the teacher would be to make sure that the
learner is afforded an opportunity to perform on-line correction of errors while
spcaking. This means that the tcacher gives the learner time to self-correct rather

than providing immediate correction. Another pedagogical implication would be
that activities should have a clear intent: accuracy or fluency.

More recent research would suggest that if lcarners are allowed to make crrors
within the framework of highly controlled transfer excrcises, then correction may
have a positive benefit. Thirty-two English-spcaking college students of
intrcductory French received once of two treatments dealing with eight English-
French negative transfer errors (Tomasello & Herron 1989). In the "Garden Path"
condition, students were given a sentence that was likely to be mistranslated
because of the difference between the two languages. When the incvitable error
occurred, the teacher translated for the students, thereby calling attention to the
ncgative transfer problem that resulted in the error. In the control condition, the
students were given the correct French form, told that it was different, and thus not
given an opportunity to commit a transfer error. Student learning of the non-
transfcrable form was asscssed three times throughout the course of the semester,
and each time performance was better in the Garden Path condition. The
conclusion was that students lcarned best when they produced an erroncous
hypothesis and received immediate feedback--i.c., got to compare their system with
that of the native. This finding confirms the theoretical position by Schachter
(mentioned above) regarding the need for explicit negative input.’




It also underscores a more general SLA finding that has contributed to
increasing teacher tolerance for learner errors. Where it was once thought that errors
should be prevented at all cost, it is now understood that error commission is part of
the learning process. As such, teacher correction nceds to be judicious. This could
mean, for example, correcting when the learners are ready for the corrections and
have adequate knowledge about the structures involved (as in the "Garden Path”
study), or when they have time to digest the corrections.

Pronunciation

The SLA literature has perhaps had some impact on the way in which teachers
rclate to pronunciation accuracy in the classroom. Whereas instruction in the 1940s
and 1950s was sometimes built around accurate mimicry of target-language sounds,
especially in the heyday of the audiolingual method, researchers have come to find
that the accuracy of pronunciation varies when learners are asked to perform
different tasks (Dickerson 1975).

One SLA rescarcher went so far as to demonstrate how increased and exclusive
attention to mimicry of forcign-language sounds without knowing what they mean
can lcad to more accurate pronunciation. Twenty English-speaking university
students, ranging in age from 19 to 22, were taught exclusively phonetic material on
Chinesc, Japancse, and Eskimo, using an eighteen-hour vidcotaped program for
individualized instruction (Neufeld 1977). As a final test, the learners had to
produce ten statements which were rated by native speakers. In the case of
Japanese, the three raters rated three of the nonnatives as unmistakably native and
six as native with traces of linguistic interference from English. In the case of
Chinese, onc was rated native and seven natives with traces of interference.* The
finding would suggest that learncrs far after puberty are capable of achicving
native-like pronunciation in a language if that is all that they focus on and if they do
not know what they are saying. Yet the reality of the classroom is that a lot more is
going on than instruction in the phonetics of the language.

As in the casc of grammar, students may actually exhibit control of sounds in
practice situations in the classroom, just as they can exhibit what appears to be
control of grammatical structures. Then in actual communicative situations when
they arc not focusing on the forms and not monitoring for correctness, their control
scems to break down. This was Cohen’s observation when he taught English
pronunciation to forcign students at the University of California at Los Angeles.
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Some of the students could sound quite nativelike in mimicry exercises but in free
speech sounded clearly nonnative. Research on task-related shifts in accuracy of

pronunciation (Tarone 1988) shows that this phenomenon is widespread and to be
expected.

Speech Act Sets

Another area in which SLA resecarch has had an impact, however indirect, on
language teaching is that of specch act sets. It has become increasingly clear to
researchers that learners of a language may lack even partial mastery of such speech
act sets’ and that this lack of mastery may cause difficulties or even breakdowns in
communication. Early empirical research on speech act sets (e.g., Cohen &
Olshtain 1981) was in part prompted by a realization that although transfer occurs at
the sociocultural level, few if any contrastive studies were systematically
characterizing such phenomena (Schmidt & Richards 1980, Riley 1981, Loveday
1982). SLA research has helped to provide empirical descriptions of speech acts
such as requests, compliments, apologies, complaints, refusals, and expressions of
gratitude (see Wolfson & Judd 1983, Wolfson 1989).

In recent years, teachers have been encouraged to give attention in their
instruction to speech act sets that are likely to be called upon in given speech
situations. Prior to the advent of SLA rescarch on the topic, teaching materials
dealing with speech acts had for the most part been constructed largely in the
absence of empirical studics to draw upon. They had relied on the curriculum
writer’s intuition and could best be characterized as reflecting a high level of
simplicity and generality. Popular English-foreign-language textbooks treated
speech act sets such as "apology” rather simplistically. For example, emphasis was
almost exclusively on phrases used for the expression of an apology: sorry, I'm
sorry, I’m very sorry, ctc. Bricf reference was made to other apology strategies,
but without underlying principles for when to use what. No effort was made to
analyze the apology speech act set into its semantic formulas, i.e., the various verbal
realizations of an apology (sec, for example, Blundcll, Higgens, & Middlemass
1982; Berry & Bailey 1983; Swan & Walter 1985).

Empirical studics conceming the nature of various speech acts in a variety of
languages and cultures have been steadily accumulating over the last few years
(with respect to the apology specch act set, for example, sce Cohen, Olshtain, &
Rosenstein 1986; Olshtain & Cohen 1989, 1990). As a result there is a growing
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source of empirical data on the strategies for performing these acts. Hence, SLA
research has provided an opportunity for teachers and textbook writers to move
from general, intuitively-based materiais to more specific, empirically-based ones,
which take into account variation resulting from differing levels of formality,
severity of the incident, setting and intcrlocutors, and numerous other variables.

Whereas it is still too carly to draw definitive conclusions as to the efficacy of
formally teaching speech acts, a study by Olshtain and Cohen (1990) would suggest
that the fine points of speech act behavior such as (1) types of intensification and
downgrading, (2) subtle differences between speech act strategy realizations, and
(3) consideration of situational features, can be taught in the foreign-language
classroom. Yet the results of their study left Olshtain and Cohen skeptical
regarding the effects of such instruction on the proficiency level of speech act
behavior. In a study of nine female Japanese ESL learners tutored in
complimenting and responding to compliments and nine untutored students of
similar background, Billmyer (1990) collected data of weekly meetings between
matched pairs of natives and nonnatives. Participants in both groups were asked to
perform compliment-inducing tasks such as showing photos of home and family,
reporting accomplishment, visiting cach other’s homes, teaching each other a
proverb, and displaying a new item of apparel. It was found that tutored lcarners
produced a greater number of norm-appropriate compliments, produced
spontancous compliments (unlike the untutored group), used a more extensive
repertoire of semantically positive adjectives, and were far more likely to deflect the
compliment in their reply than were their untutored peers. Billmyer concluded that
formal instruction concerning the social rules of language usc given in the
classroom can assist learners in communicating more appropriately with natives
outside of the classroom.

Although the results of these two studies are encouraging, it is still the case that
EFL lcarners need to acquire not only a new repertoire of realization patterns in the
new language but also change some of their speech act behavior, which can take a
long time. Thus, perhaps the best that tcachers can hope to achieve in the classroom
is to create among learners a level of residual awarencss so that they will be less
prone to commit pragmatic failure both as producers and receivers of speech act
behavior, and come to approximate native behavior more rapidly (Olshtain &
Cohen 1990:57).




Learner Strategies and Factors Influencing Language Learners

Of all the contributions of SLA research to language pedagogy, one of the
greatest has been the significance it has ascribed to the learning process. From the
initiation of SLA research, investigators have been interested in the strategies
learners make use of to acquire an L2. Early on, it was recognized that learners
invoked strategies such as inferencing, hypothesis formation and testing, and using
formulaic speech (first as routines and later as more analyzed patterns). With the
pioneering work of Rubin (1975), attention was directed to the particular learning
strategies of good language learners. Since that time a good deal of research has
been devoted to continuing to identify and classify learning strategies and to
determining if they are teachable (see, for example, Cohen 1990). Certainly the
potential impact on language teaching is tremendous if teachers subscribe to
Wenden’s (1985) contention that they should not be content to regard their subject

matter simply as language, but rather should be engaged in helping learners learn
for themselves.

it is not only in the arca of learning strategy preference that SLA research has
contributed to rethinking how instruction should be shaped. Whereas at one time
rescarch on learner characteristics primarily dealt with aptitude, attitudes and
molivation, SLA research the past two decades has also investigated personality
factors, cognitive styles, hemispheric specialization, memory, interests, prior
experience, birth order, ctc. (Larsen-Freeman & Long 1991). While no specific
pedagogical techniques can be prescribed based on the evidence that has been
adduced thus far, the very fact that there is such varicty among learners should
underscore the need for teachers to see students as individuals and to work in a way
as to take into consideration the diversity of backgrounds in their classes. Brown
(1991), in fact, provides practical suggestions for individual lcarners according to
their intellectual strengths, cognitive styles, and motivational level.

2. Research Tools

This last finding from SLA rescarch--that there is tremendous individual
variation among second-language Icarners--leads directly to the second broad
contribution which SLA rescarch and theory have made to language teaching, as
noted at the outsct of this paper: that of providing concepts and tools used in the
process of SLA rescarch which can also be applied to the assessment of learners’
needs. Sccond-language teachers must always innovate (o some extent. No one
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syllabus or sct of materials ever fits a group of learners exactly or does any general
SLA finding. As a result, seccond-language teachers themselves are always engaged
in a process of rescarch on second-language acquisition--admittedly, research at a
very local level, but research nonetheless. That is, teachers themselves need to be
able to identify what it is that particular students and groups of students know of the
L2 in order to decide how to proceed next. In that process of needs assessment, L2

teachers can be aided by concepts and tools contributcd by SLA theories and
research.

~ Tarone and Yule (1989) set out a variety of these concepts and tools, and
outline their uses in L2 classroom necds assessment in greater detail than we can
provide here. However, some examples may illustrate the richness of this resource
for the classroom teacher. Tasks used to clicit data in SLA research are often
appropriate for the clicitation of language in the language classroom, both for the
purposcs of assessment and (often) for the purpose of instruction and practice. For
example, in a communicative task all learners can be given the same content to
convey to a listener who needs that content in such a way that the content and form
arc controlled, but the language is communicative. In such tasks teachers can easily

compare one learner to another, and learners to native speakers, under the same
conditions.

As another example, a task used in investigating learncr confidence (Yule,
Yanz, & Tsuda 1985) can be used in combination with traditional multiple-choice
grammar tests to provide the teacher with a measure of learmners’ confidence in their
answers on that test. After choosing an item on a multiple-choice test, learners arc
asked to indicatc on a scale from 1 to S how confident they are of the correctness of
their choice. Thus, the teacher can identify those learners who are confident and
correct, those who are confident and wrong, and those who are correct but not sure.
Such information is surcly useful to teachers intercsted in determining when it is
time to move on in the syllabus.® As a final cxample, research on sociolinguistic
skills of sccond-language lcarncrs has made use of recorded interactions and
interviews. Shirley Brice Heath (1986) has proposcd a procedure for classroom
irstruction and assessment which involves belping students in second-language
contexts to record their own interactions with friends, family, fellow workers and so
on. These language data are then discussed in class. The students may bring up
whatever they want to discuss, but usually the focus is on the language as used for
social interaction. Only the learners know who face speakers were, what the social
context was, and what the outcome of the interaction was. They then function as
the experts, and the teacher functions as a consultant to help interpret the language

brought to class.
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Sometimes frameworks used in SLA research (including frameworks borrowed
from other disciplines and adapted for research purposes, as well as frameworks
developed solely for SLA research) can also be useful frameworks for thinking
about classroom needs assessment and instruction. One of the most useful is Canale
and Swain’s (1980) concept of communicative competence. Tarone and Yule
(1989) suggest that grammatical competence is the ability to produce accurate
language, sociolinguistic competence is the ability to produce appropriate
language, and strategic competence is the ability to successfully transmit
information in a language. This construct has proved very useful to teachers
interested in evaluating their students’ L2 skills, since learners may be quite
proficient along one dimension, and not others. Another useful framework might be
based on Speech Accommodation Theory (e.g., Beebe & Giles 1984), a current
model for the analysis of sociolinguistic interaction. This mode] suggests that when
speakers desire the social approval of their listeners, their speech patterns tend to
converge toward those of their listeners. Conversely, when speakers desire to
emphasize their differing group membership, their speech patterns tend to diverge.
Such a model might provide a useful framework for tcachers interested in analyzing
the reasons for progress (or lack of it) in the SLA of particular classroom learners.

Our point here is that, quite apart from firm findings which SLA research can
offer classroom teachers--general results about stages of SLA, for example--there
are also concepts and tools being developed in SLA rescarch and theory-building
which may be directly useful to teachers involved in the process of needs
assessment and classroom instruction.

Conclusions

It should be apparent from the topics discussed in this paper that SLA research
has made learners and learning central, and in some ways has thus contributed to a
shift in focus from how teachers teach to how and what learners learn. Yet while
the focus on learners and learning is important, it is not one that always offers
straightforward answers to teachers. We have suggested certain pedagogical
practices that have been a direct or indirect result of SLA research’. We feel that a
knowledge of SLA rescarch findings helps to inform teachers’ decisions, even if
these findings are not directly applicable to the classroom. With regard to
comprehensible input, it has been noted that negotiation for meaning may be
important but that such negotiation is 2 complex matter. Research would further
suggest that while a focus on grammatical form is valuable, it is important to focus
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on meaning and on appropriate language use as well. As concerns whether the
correction of speaking errors "takes," it is likely that learners have to be ready for
the corrections, have to have adequate knowledge about what is being corrected,
and have to have ample time to digest the corrections. With regard to pronunciation,
accuracy may vary by task, possibly with poorer pronunciation resulting in
situations where the learner is focusing more on conveying meanings than the
correct sounds.

The correct realization of speech act sets poses a real challenge for the learner,
wherein an awareness of the variables involved may help lead the learner to more
successful speech act comprehension and production. Learner strategics are seen as
important in that they help learners to help themselves, thus freeing teachers to be in
more of a support role. Also, SLA research has helped to establish the real need to
take into account the level of diversity among students. Finally, it may be
worthwhile for teackers and students to design the lcarning tasks together in order
to more accurately determine the needs of students in particular classrooms. The
same frameworks and tools used in SLA research can be used to assess learners’
needs in the classroom, as well as being used in instruction and practice.
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FOOTNOTES

Revised version of a Paper prepared for presentation at the RELC Regional Seminar on "Language
Acquisition and the Second/Foreign Language Classroom,” 22-26 April 1991. We wish to thank
Jim Coady for helpful comments regarding L2 vocabulary acquisition and reading studies.

Krashen (Personal Communication) and others would still argue that pure comprehensible input is
the fastest means of acquiring a language and that "tampering” with it by teaching language forms
may disturb the nature process.  the debate continues.

In three experiments involving the teaching of a rule to adult ESL and French L2 lcarners, with
four feedback conditions and assessment of short- and long-term learning, Suzanne Carroll and
Merrill Swain found negative fecdback to be useful, depending on the rule being learncd and the
level of the learner (Carroll & Swain 1991a, 1991b; Carroll, Roberge, & Swain 1991).

Eskimo had 1o be dropped from the experiment because only two judges could be found, who
spoke different dialects of Eskimo and who frequently disagreed greatly in their ratings.

The major semantic formulas, any one or combination of which would suffice to represent the

particular speech act. Thus, offcring repair ("Let me pick that up!™) could serve as an apology, or
expression of apology plus acknowledgement of responsibility ("I am sorry. T didn’t <ce you.").

Of Course, students could also be asked to indicate why they chose a given multiple-choice
alternative (Munby 1979) and/or to indicate the strategies that they used in selecting that alternative
(Nevo 1989).

At the outset it was indicated that this paper would touch on some of the areas in which SLA
rescarch has contributed to classroom instruction. Two major arcas which were not addressed in
this paper but which are worthy of mention are those of vocabulary acquisition and .2 reading.
Nation (1990), for cxample, offers an exiensive review of literature on L2 vocabulary acquisition
and then provided suggestions based on those studics as to the teaching of high and low frequency
words and paired opposites, among other things. Bernhardt (1991) surveys the rescarch on L2
reading and supports the view of rcading as an interaction between the text and the reader, and
would advocale the usc of authentic texts.
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THE MATCHED-GUISE TECHNIQUE FOR
MEASURING ATTITUDES AND THEIR
IMPLICATIONS FOR LANGUAGE EDUCATION:
A CRITICAL ASSESSMENT

Stephen J. Gaies and Jacqueline D. Beebe

Many groundbreaking studies on language attitudes and their relevance in
educational scttings have made use of subjective reaction tests. One of the
most prominent elicitation devices has been the matched-guise technique.
Although this technique has great intuitive appeal by virtue of its ability to
control may be more illusory than real. Furthermore, the validity of this
measure of subjective reactions to linguistic codes may depend on the
nature of the response that subjects make to the guises. The purpose of this
paper is to offer a critical assessment of the methodology of the matched-
guise technique and to suggest how it might be best employed in future
rescarch on the manifestations and consequences, in cducational settings,
of attitudes toward particular linguistic codes. Some recent efforts to apply
the matched-guise technique to investigate different aspects of English
language teaching in Japan are described.

Attitudes and Research on Language Acquisition and Use

There has been almost universal recognition among teachers researchers that
attitudes are a key variable in language development, whether instructed or
noninstructed, in a sccond-language or a forcign-language sciting, among children
and adults alike. To put it simply, we understand that the attitude that people have
toward a language and toward members of a language community have a lot to do
with whether and how those people develop proficiency in that language. This
understanding is very clearly reflected in some theories of second language
development -- the Acculturation Model (Schumann, 1978) and Accommodation
Theory (Beebe & Zuengler, 1983) are probably the two best known cfforts to assign
a central role to attitudinal variables in second language acquisition -- but even the
more mentalist theories of second language development often explicitly recognize
the importance of attitudes -- for example, in the "affective filter" in Krashen’s
{1985) Input Hypothesis.
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There has, of course, been considerable debate about what constitute reliable
and valid measures of attitudes. However, unlike many other constructs of affect or
personality, there is evidence that at least some attitudes related to the perception of
group characteristics -- for example, stereotypes of outgroups -- are highly stable

aud that measures of thesc attitudes can be highly reliable (see, for example, Oller,
1979).

It also appears that subjective evaluations of social dialects or foreign
languages are quite uniform throughout a speech community and that these
community "norms" are firmly established as early as school-entering age
(Rosenthal, 1974). In addition, we know that in any given speech community,
evaluations of speech are systematically related to the presence of particular
linguistic variants; the work of Labov (1972a,b) has been particularly influential in
this area.

What is the Matched-Guise Technique?

The matched-guise technique is the use of recorded voices of people speaking
first in one dialect or language and then in another; that is, in two "guises". ... The
recordings are played to listeners who do not know that the two samples of speech
arc from the same person and who judge the two guises of the same speaker as

though they were judging two scparate speakers. (Richards, Platt, & Weber, 1985,
p. 171)

The matched-guides technique has two basic purposes:

(3) to clicit reactions to particular codes by having subjects respond to taped
samples of those codes, rather than by having subjects express opinjons
about the codes themselves, and

(b) to control all variables other than the codes themselves.

The hope is that subjects will assume that cach sample has been produced by a
different speaker (and not by the same bilingual or bidialectal individuals). Thus,
in a typical application of thc matched-guisc technique, we might wish to
investigate whether members of a bilingual community have different attitudes to
the languages of that community by having bilingual speakers produce languages or
dialccts is the same, we interpret any differences in subjects’ reactions to the two
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sets of samples to indicate differences in their attitudes toward the linguistic codes
and/or the community of speakers of that code.

The matched-guise technique has been applied to a very broad range of
sociolinguistic, social psychological, and educational issues:

attitudes of foreign-language lcarncers toward target-language speakers and
the target-language community (culture) (e.g., Gardner & Lambert, 1972;)

the linguistic bases of teacher prejudice (e.g., Ford, 1984; Williams, 1970,
1973a,b)

attitudes toward different varieties (e.g., Fremder, Brown, & Lambert,
1970; Fremder & Lambert, 1973), codes (e.g., Bourhis & Giles, 1976;
Tucker & El-Dash, 1975)

attitudes toward the speech of language Icarners or nonnatives (e.g., Fayer
& Krasinski, 1987)

¢. the phenomena of convergence and divergence

{  the cffect of speaker and hearer variables (such as gender and/or perceived
expertise) on comprehension, recall, or evaluation (e.g., Markham, 1988)

Furthermore, as Chaika (1989) argues, the matched guise technique and other
subjective-reaction tests are of value not only for research purposcs, but also in job
training. Chaika suggests, for example, that "tcachers and social workers who
need to realize that they may unconsciously evaluate pupils and clients unfavorably
just because of their pitch, loudness, tempo, timber, and intonation® (pp. 57-58).
Similarly, Milmoc, Rosenthal, Blane, Chafetz, & Wolf (1967) arguc that the
matched-guisc technique can be used to sensitize doctors (and presumably other

professionals) to how their own speech will be interpreted and evaluated by their
clients.

This paper reports, in very summary form, two recent applications of the
lcarners of English. Each study is, to our knowledge, the first investigation of its
kind in the Japanese EFL context, and each explores a phenomenon that has been
the subject of much recent discussion. Finally, the studies serve to illustrate some
of the challenges, problems, and limitations involved in using the matched-guise
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technique in its original form: issues that we will enumerate and briefly discuss
below.

Two Recent Applications of the Matched-Guise Technique to the Investigation
of Japanese Learners of English as a Foreign Language

Beebe, Harmon, and Kushibuchi (1990) were interested in the reception
cxtended to students who have lived abroad and have then returned to mainstream
high schools with possible deficiencies in their Japanese cultural competence but
spoken English abilities surpassing those of their classmates and often of their
teachers. They looked for evidence to support or cast doubt on the conventional
wisdom that returnees may find their status a social liability in both their EFL
classes and the rest of their high school life.

Currently, more than 50,000 Japanese of school-age undergo schooling
overscas. In his sociolinguistic survey of contact between Japanese and other
languages, Loveday (1986) mentions the educational and social difficultics --
including rejection and ridicule by Japanesc classmates -- faced by "returning
youngsters” (Nihonjin-kikoku-shijo) -- as they (re)enter the Japanese educational
system after their period of residence abroad.

White (1988) maintains that the Japanese educational establishment perceives
school-age returnees as suffering from an illness from which they must recover;
cach sign of deviance in dress, cating habits, liberal use of English loan words, etc.,
is taken more seriously by teachers when it is exhibited by a returnce than when a
"normal” Japanese child does the same thing. White also tells of a returnce who
was called gaijin, "foreigner” by her classmates.

Sato (1982) reports on the peer pressure returnces face to  "’forget’ their
"foreign’ English and adapt to Japanese-style English" and mentions a returnee who
assumes that her teacher will also be pleased with her linguistic readjustment (pp.
67-68). Beebe has scen a returnce with near-rative pronunciation of English
unconsciously pronounce Englisk words in conformity to the five vowel, open-
syllable sound system of Japanese when she demonstrated how she taught English
grammar to sccondary school students preparing for entrance examinations at a
private coaching school. The returnee explained that she bad been instructed by the

school management to model her lessons after those of the other Japanese teachers
of English.
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The Beebe, Harmon, and Kushibuchi study assessed attitudes of female
students in four Tokyo high schools toward speakers of either English or Japanese
who were introduced as Japanese high school students who either had or had not
lived in the United States. The research questions were:

1. Will the mean scores of responses to speakers perceived as returnces differ
from the mean scores for the same speakers when perceived as non-
returnces?

Will the mean scores for speakers speaking English differ from the mean
scores form the same speakers speaking Japanesc?

The speech samples were unscripted one-minute versions of the story "The
Tortoise and the Hare" told by bilingual females. The study was administered by
the students’ American teacher during their English class. A total of 151
questionnaires, written in Japanese, in which subjects responded to one English and
to one Japanese guise, were randomly selected for analysis.

The questionnaire asked each subject to rate the extent to which she believed
the speaker would share her own views on three controversial issues and to rate the
speaker on nine traits anecdotally ascribed to returnees or representing the three
personality dimensions distinguished by Lambert (1967) of competence, personal
integrity, and social attractiveness.

Results consistently but only very slightly favored returnees over non-
returnces. Only one question "I’d like to be friends with this person," prompted a
statistically significant difference; a higher score for the Japancse-speaking retumnce
guise than for the Japanese-speaking non-returnce guise. Furthermore, the judges
perccived themselves as holding views almost as similar to those of the retumees as
to those of the non-retumees.

While the variable of residential history exerted little effect on scores, English
guises showed both a consistent and strong advantage over Japanese guises. On
seven out of nine personality traits and on two out of three shared-view scores,
English speakers scored significantly higher. While attractiveness as a friend was
substantially higher for the English-speaking guises, the strongest cffects were for
traits representing competence: leadership, worldliness/open-mindedness,
intelligence, and language ability. The attitude toward English in Japan appears to
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resemble the pattern found in some diglossic speech communities, in which the use
of the high, or prestige code, especially enhances perceptions of competence.

It must of course be recognized that the study examined only the reactions of
female subjects to female guises. Under any circumstances, the need to confirm
whether the response patterns would hold for comparable male subjects reacting to
male guises and for cross-sex comparisons is cvident. In the particular instance of
Japanese school-age returnees, this issue may be especially important, since White
(1988) cites evidence that because parents have more conventional future career
goals for sons than for daughters they place more importance on strictly
reacculturating returnee males in special readjustment schools, while a greater
proportion of returnee females are placed back in mainstream Japanese schools.

The second study employing the matched-guise technique to explore language
attitudes and their educational implications in Japan explored simultancously
perceptions of code-switching as a linguistic phenomexnon and reactions to code-
switchers. Furuya-Nakajima and Vogt (1990) were interested in examining the
attitudes of monolingual Japanese studying English conversation in school toward
code-switching and to individuals who code switch.

Previous research presents very consistent evidence that

(a) code switching is rule-governed, and not simply the result of random

alternations between two codes (see, for example, Pfaff, 1970; Poplack,
1980);

(b) cede switching is not the result of a lack of proficiency in one or both of
the codes (see, for example, Appel & Muysken, 1987; Poplack, 1980); but

(c) both monolinguals (seec Grosjean, 1982) and code switchers themselves
(see, for example, Amuda, 1986; Chana & Romaine, 1984) often hold
negative attitudes toward code switching and toward those who engage in
code switching.

The phenomena explored by previous research on code switching has not
cxamined Japanesc/English code switching. Since the position of English in Japan
is distinctively different from code-switching situations that have been the focus of

previous rescarch, mention of a few aspects of the status of English in Japan may be
valuable.
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Anyone with even a casual interest in contemporary Japan will have observed
or heard about the pervasiveness of English in Japanese public settings: in the
media, on T-shirts, in almost any use of language intended for public consumption.
According to Haarman (1984), tke pervasive use of English in the mass media
simply reflects stereotyped conceptions and social values in Japan to foreiga
languages. On the basis of his survey, Haarman concludes that the impact of
English on Japan has created what he calls an "impersonal bilingualism" which is

unrelated to any features of monolingual interaction in everyday community life in
Japan.

Beneath this vencer of English, however, is a potentially more important
phenomenon: the massive amount of English lexicon that has been absorbed into
Japanese. Stanlaw (1982), for example, estimates that 8 percent of the
contemporary Japanese lexicon is English-based. This figure, however accurate
(sce, for example, the rescrvations voiced by Loveday, 1986), reflects the strong
amount of contact between English and Japanese. There is evidence, moreover, that
at lcast some elements of this bilingualism, "impersonal” or not, do not elicit a
uniform reaction among native speakers of Japanese. Ishino (1983), for example,
found that for certain borrowings, different age groups differed by as much as 60
percent in their judgment of the acceptability of the borrowings as Japanese:
Whereas the loan for live (which is invariably written in katakana, the script for
loanwords, and which refers to a pop or rock concert) was considered as "Japanesc”
by only 16 out of 100 informants in their 50’s and in positions of authority, 79 out
of 104 university students judged the loan to be acceptable.

Furuya-Nakajima and Vogt thus hypothesized that the linguistic competence of
code-switchers would be evaluated negatively by monolingual speakers of
Japanese. They further hypothesized that their subjects would attribute more
unflattering personality characteristics --- those of someone "non-Japanese” or
"contaminated" -- to the code-switching speakers than to the same speakers using
Japancse only.

Two Japanese females in their carly 30’s, balanced bilinguals who had lived
abroad and attended international schools, cach gave the dircctions to her house,
once in Japanesc only, and once using English/Japanese code-switching.

The subjects who judged the guises were 22 females and 6 males ranging in age
from cighteen to twenty-one. They were attending two intermediate-level college
English classes, and the study was carried out in Japancsc by a Japancse rescarcher.
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From their responses to the open-ended questions that served to clucidate and
to validate the ratings on the semantic differential scales, it was clear that these
subjects did not view code switching witb much admiration and percecived it as an
inappropriate response to English speakers who understand some Japancse but not
enough to take in a message entirely in Japanese.

Thus, like monolinguals clsewhere, thesc Japanese subjects exhibit evidence of
negative attitudes toward ccde switching, attitudes that lead them to respond
differentially to monolinguals and to code-switchers. Speakers were perceived as
"standing out" or "flashy" in their Japanese/English guise; they were also rated as
more sociable, more entertaining, more creative, more flexible, more ambitious, and
more self-confident; in their Japanese guise, on the other hand, they were judged to
be more intelligent, more dependable, more sinicere, and more well-mannered.

Methodological Issues in the Use of the Matched-Guise Technique

It must be remembered that the matched-guise technique is simply that: a
technique for eliciting attitudes toward language codes and their users. Any research
employing the matched-guise technique must of course strive to eliminate, or at
least to minimise, threats to internal and external validity. (Campbell & Stanley,
1963, provide the list that is most often drawn upon in discussion of experimental
validity.) Such research must also demonstrate that the instruments used provide a
reliable measure of the behavior being investigated.

Thus, we wish to limit our discussion to those methodological issues that apply
particularly or uniquely to the use of the matched-guise technique to investigate
attitudes toward and about second/foreign language education and the settings in
which such instruction takes place. We will discuss six such issues (recognizing, of

course, that others might, in a more comprehensive review, also be worthy of
discussion).

1. The use of matched guises: Is it necessary? Is it sufficient?

The first, and in some ways the crucial issue, concerns the very nature of the
matched-guisc technique: namely, the question of what precisely is and needs to be
"matched.” One aspect of this issue that has received considerable attention is the
rclative advantages having speakers read from scripts (including control of
linguistic variables) and of having speakers produce semi- or unseripted specech. An

163
175




cqually important issue, however, concerns the necessity of controlling variables of
voice quality, which is the primary justification for the matched-guise technique.
Hudson (1980), for example, has argued that in some cascs the use of guises may be
counterproductive, since there is a danger that a speaker "may be producing an
exaggcerated version of the accents or dialects he is simulating” (p. 205). Hudson
gocs on to argue that since "there is little difference between results produced by the
matched guise technique and those where the voices were each produced by a
different speaker™ (p. 205), the use of the matched-guise technique may be
unnccessary.

To argue that the usc of bilinguals is unnccessary and that "comparable”
monolinguals might be uscd to prepare speech samples raises other questions:

(a) Is the usc of bilinguals sufficient to produce "matched" samples of speech,
and

(b) How do we cstablish comparability (rcgardless of whether bilinguals or
monolinguals are used).

We might begin with the very phenomenon that Hudson cites: the
comparability of voice quality. We know that meanings and values are assigned to
voice qualities: Streeter et al. (1977), for example, found that deceptive speech
tended to have a higher pitch than truthful speech and that higher-pitched speech
was judged to be less truthful by listeners. We also know that voice qualities are not
valued similarly across speech and language communities: Chaika (1989), for
example, discusses the "meanings” communicated by changes in pitch by American
English-speaking Blacks.

Thus, one might imagine that the characteristic high pitch that Japanese
females appear to cultivate would almost certainly elicit ‘ess favorable reactions
from American English-speaking subjects than from Japanesc-speaking subjects.
However, would Japanese subjects respond differently to high- and low-pitched
English spoken by females? For this reason, the degree of control involved in the
use of the matched-guises arc delivered in such a way as to produce voice qualities
that arc cqually valued by (or at least equally typical of) their respective language
communitics, can we be sure that two guises of the same speaker arec any more
comparable than the voices of two different speakers?




2. The use of a limited number of speakers: Is there as much variation within
groups as between groups?

Many studies employing the matched-guise technique have used one or a very
limited number of speakers. This raises the question of how consistently subjects
react to different speakers of the same language or, to put it another way, whether
reactions to different speakers of the same code vary just as much as do reactions to
speakers of different codes. In both of the studies that we have summarized in this
paper, there is evidence that characteristics of individual speakers may have had
considerable influence on the reactions of the subjects. In the code-swilching study,
the two speakers interpreted the researchers’ directions to speak as if to a friend
differently and one speaker employed a more formal register of Japanese than the
other. In the returnee study, one of the two speakers provoked the strongest
negative reactions in her Japanesc guisce and the strongest positive reactions in her
English guise. This, the researchers speculated, might well have been due to,
among other things, reactions to what they perceived to be the highly distinctive
"personality cuc value" (Webster & Kramer, 1968, p. 239) of the voice of the
speaker who elicited the extreme reactions in both languages.

3. How credible (authentic) is the context in which a matched-guise
investigation is carricd out?

Research on language attitudes has shown that individuals rarely hesitate to
form judgments about a speaker’s character and personality on the basis of a very
limited sample of speech. Nevertheless, the importance of presenting subjects with
credible tasks -- that is, tasks that are suited to the subjects’ backgrounds and
abilities and to the seiting in which the research is being carried out -- is worth
emphasizing. In the Beebe ct al. study, subjects were told that they were to respond
to samples of speech produced by high school-age speakers who were being
considered for use in recording taped material to accompany a new textbook serics.
This, we would contend, was a credible task to have learners perform in an English
classroom; subjects’ reactions would seem to be highly relevant to the selection of
speakers to record pedagogical materials.

Often, however, subjects are asked to react to speakers for no particular reason,
without specific guidelines, or, worst of all, in a way that forces subjects to pretend
that they arc someone other than themselves (for examples of this latter problem,
sce Carranza & Ryan, 1975; Swacker, 1977).
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For example, in the Furuya-Nakajima and Vogt study on code switching, the
subjects were not told the nationality of the speakers or to whom the directions to
the home were being given. The answers to the open-cnded questions indicate that
the subjects made assumptions of their own and established their own criteria; most
assumed that the speaker was a Japanese returnec, and some commented that if the
addressce were a forcigner, English should be used, while Japanese ought to be the
choice when speaking to a fellow Japanese. (This demonstrates the value of cither a
written or verbal debricfing of subjects in interpreting the results of judgments.)

The subjects in the Furuya-Nakajima and Vogt study on code switching were in
most cases proficient enough in English to understand ail of the English used by the
code-switching guises; the fact that they offered numerous and strong reactions to
the English proficiency of the speakers is interesting, of course, but their judgments
may be suspect since they were being asked to compare two unequal alternatives: If
a Japanesc-English bilingual were speaking to a monolingual Japancse {even one
who had studicd English in school for as many years as these subjects had),
Japancse, rather than Japanese-English code switching, would be the only
reasonable alternative. In effect, the subjects were being asked to imagine that they
were someone else: a Japanesc-English bilingual, or a nonnative speaker of
Japanese, for whom a Japanese-only sct of directions might have been less
understandable or pleasing than directions given in English and Japanesc.

4. The need for debricfing: Were subjects properly deccived?

The value of using the matched-guise technique rather than more direct
mcasuies (e.g., questionnaires) is that it "appcars to reveal judges’ more private
reactions to the contrasting group” (Lambert, Anisfeld, & Yeni-Komshian, 1965).
This is true, however, only if the deception is successful: that is, if subjects actually
believed that they were reacting to what they thought were different speakers. This
points to the need for cither pilot testing (see, for cxample, Wolck, 1973) or,
preferably, debriefing.

The advantage of debricfing is that in any of a number of ways--through open-
ended questionnaires, through interviews, or through other means -- subjects can
indicate not only whether they were in fact deccived, but also any other reactions
that might shed light on the meaning of their response to semantic differential scales
(or whatever primary task is involved).
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In the Beebe et al. study, some doubt was cast on the believability of the guises
in comments by independent listeners who, when questioned about the age of the
speakers, judged them to be older than high school age. The study would have been
directly questioned about their speculations on the purpose of the study and the
identities of the speakers.

Somctimes, the design of a study does not permit debriefing; an example of this
is Bourhis and Giles’s (1976) investigation of reactions of theatergoers to different
versions of a public-address announcement. However, in research on attitudes of
language learners, debriefing is normally quite feasible, and it is therefore
surprising that it has not been done more regularly.

5. The validity of semantic differential scales.

Semantic differential scales are not the only way to elicit reactions of subjects
to samples of speech. There are many other ways to have subjects make judgments
about guises, and these, as well as performance tasks have been used in matched-
guisc rescarch (sece Appendix).

However, semantic differential scales have been used so frequently in matched-
guise research that they require some comment. As Oller (1979, p. 36) has pointed
out, the tendency of [semantic differential] scales to correlate in meaningful ways is
about the only evidence we have concerning the validity of such scales. Thus, the
fact that negatively valued scales such as "stubborn”, *nervous”, and "shy" tend to
cluster together (by correlation and factor analysis techniques) is the primary basis
on which the validity of semantic differential scales is argued.

The problem, however, is that what is positively or negatively valued by a
group cannot always be known in advance (sec Yamamoto & Swan, 1989, for an
empirical investigation of this issuc). This is a problem that has been acknowledged
since the matched-guise technique was first used (Gardner and Lambest, 1972) and
which the returnce study again illustrates. Beebe, Harmon, and Kushibuchi (1990)
originally assumed that the Japancse word sukcban, which they translated into
English as "rebelliousness” and which in Japancse refers to "bad® teenaged-girls
who are apt to be gang leaders, would be a negatively valued trait. But this trait
scored much higher for the guise that received positive ratings on most other traits
and much lower for the guise that reccived the lowest ratings overall. This the

rescarchers interpreted to mean that "a dash of rebelliousness was seen [by their
subjects] as a positive traii.”
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In their discussion of their code-switching study, Furuya-Nakajima and Vogt
maintain that "ambition” and "self-confidence" are more highly valued in the West
than in Japan, and thus the high ratings the code-switching guises received on these
two traits could be seen as reflecting a negative evaluation.

The second issuc involves differences in meaning between labels, in different
languages, for the ends of semantic differential scales. Since it is often difficult to
find exact or even close cquivalents (compare, for example, the English word
friendly with the Spanish word simpatice), there will inevitably be some
imprecision in comparing responses made by monolingual speakers of different
languages to different guiscs.

6. To what extent do reactions to speech samples in a matched-guise study
corrclate with (and perhaps predict) actual overt behavioi?

The unresolved questions surrounding semantic differential scales are part of a
larger issue: namely, degree to which reactions lo speech samples in matched-guise
research correlates with (and predicts) actual behavior.

This problem is pervasive in research on attitudes, and only rarcly have efforts
been made to attempt to investigate the relationship between subjective reactions
and actual behavior: for example, Fishman’s (1968) use of what he questionnaire
about attitudes of Puerio Ricans toward their own ethnicity and attendance ata
Puerto Rican cultural cvening (to which all subjects had been invited).

In the absence of meaningful correlations between the results of matched-guise
research and actual behavior, it becomes difficult to know what one has in fact
mcasured. For cxample, the surprisingly positive attitudes toward returnces that
subjects revealed indirectly in the Beebe et al. study suggest that English ability is a
social advantage, but virtually everything that has been reported anccdotally and in
a growing body of rescarch into the issue of school-age retumees to Japan suggests
that the English ability of returnees is viewed with suspicion.

The Becbe et al. study did not investigate how these subjects would react if
they were directly addressed by a peer in fluent English. Would they converge
upward toward the fluent speaker of English, or would they become so flustered
that the returnee would have to accommodate downward to their ability level?
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What we must remember is that the matched-guise technique was designed to
elicit stercotypical attitudes toward groups. It may well be such attitudes determine,
at lcast partially, how individuals actually respond to or interact with individual
members of their own or some other group, but what is not known, for example,
with regard to returnees, is whether the attitudes toward returnees that are tapped by

the matched-guise technique correlate with behavior of Japanese students toward
returnce classmates.

Conclusion

Insofar as the matched-guise technique itself is concerned, the research that we
have reported here suggests what also seems to be true of much previous research:
namely, that some of the advantages of the technique as it was originally designed
may be more apparent than real; furthermore, there appear some distinct advantages
to and no compelling arguments against the use of an alternative approach to the
preparation of specech samples: Rather than having the same speaker(s) perform in
two or more different guises, several speakers (not necessarily bilinguals ) of one
code arc "matched” subjectively with several speakers of another code, in an effort
to produce equivalent scts of samples (see, for example, Alford & Strother (1990).

In conclusion, we research employing the matched-guise technique depend
only partially on the technique itself and as much or more on the overall
mcthodological soundness of the research. Methodological considerations aside,
however, we would agree with Edwards (1982) that the matched-guise technique
provides uscful information which can and needs to be confirmed by other means.
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Appendix

Responding to Speech Samples

judgment tasks
judgments about occupational status
guessing a speaker’s occupation
judging suitability for a specific job/occupation
judging cmployability

judgments about intellectual/academic potential
rating quality of school werk
predicting [uture academic success

forming and changing opinions

per formance measurcs

veeall tasks (c.g., Cairng & Durics, 1976; Markham, 1988)
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judgments about occupational status

gucssing a speaker’s occupation (Labov, 1972a)
[Sociolinguistic Pattemns]

judgments about suitability for a job/occupation
judgments about employability

judgments about intellectual/academic potential

rating quality of school work
predictions about future academic success

helping behavior (Gacriner & Bickman, 1971)

Gaertner and Bickman (1971) had both Black and White callers tclephone
540 Black and White subjects, pretending to get the wrong number.
Callers told each subject that they were stranded and rad used their last
dime. Then they requested that the subject call another number to send
help. At this number there was a confederate of the caller who recorded
which subjects had responded to the caller’s request for aid. Black
subjects helped Black and White callers cqually. Whites helped Blacks
less frequently than they helped Whites. This, of course, might also be
explained on the basis of racial prejudice; however, it does show that the

dialect used does, in and of itself, affect how others treat you. {Chaika,
1989, p. 202)

cormmunication length (c.g., writing letters of recommendation (Giles,
Baker, & Fielding, 1975;)

Giles, Baker, and Ficlding (1975) developed an experiment to test the
rcactions of subjects to RP and the nonstandard varicty of Birmingham,
England. In this application of the matched-guise technique, a male
speaker who was proficient in both varictics addressed two groups of
Birmingham high school students. The students had to writc letters of
recommendation stating their opinion of this speaker as a suitable
candidate to lecture high schiool students about the nature of university




studies. The students also had to evaluate him on traditional rating scales.
The study was motivated by findings from previous research that subjects
write longer letters about someonc they like than about someone they don’t
like. Also, it had previously been demonstrated that subjects speak more
when they are conversing with someone they like.

Giles et al. reasoned that if more students wrote letters for the speaker and
wrote longer opinions when he was speaking in one guisc than in the other,
thai would demonstrate that the dialect alone caused him to be rated
differently. The high school students to whom the speaker had used RP
wrote 82 percent more about him than those who heard him talk in his
Birmingham accent. Out of 18 subjects, 13 found him "well-spoken” in
his RP guisc, but only 2 out of 28 subjects who heard him in his
Birmingham guisc judged him as "well-spoken.”

making a decision/choice (c.g., Roscnthal, 1974)

forming and changing opinions (e. g., Giles & Powesland, 1975 [capital
punishent]; Cooper, Fishman, Lown, Scheier, & Seckbach, 1977; Cooper
& Fishman, 19XX [tobacco and alcobol }.
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THE INTERACTION HYPOTHESIS:
A CRITICAL EVALUATION

Rod Ellis

Introduction

There is now widespread acceptance that the oral interactions in which second
language (L2) lcarners participate provide one of the main sources of data for L2
acquisition. In the case of naturalistic acquisition, the importance of face-to-face
interaction with other speakers of the L2 is self-cvident. In the case of classroom
acquisition, the rolc of interaction is perhaps less dominant but is nevertheless
sufficient for Allwright (1984;156) to call it *the fundamental fact of pedagogy .
Allwright perhaps exaggerates when he claims that *everything that happens in the
classroom happens through a process of face-to-face interaction’ (for, after all,
learners often spend a lot of time reading and writing), but it remains true that
"teaching’ can be profitably viewed as interaction that supplies learners with
opportunitics for learning. The study of the relationship between interaction and L2
acquisition, therefore, constitutes one of the main ways in which second language
acquisition research (SILA) can inform pedagogy.

The interaction hypothesis provides one theorctical account of this relationship.
Other theories also exist (e.g. theories based on the contribution of universal
grammar, cf. White, 1990, and theories attributing a more direct role to language
production, cf. Picnemann, 1985). However, the interaction hypothesis has
received considerable attention during the last decade, it has figured prominently in
second language classroom rescarch and it has served as the basis for a number of
pedagogical recommendations. For these reasons it warrants careful scrutiny.

The purpose of this paper, then, is to subject the interaction hypothesis to
critical evaluation. The paper will begin with an account of the hypothesis, with
duc attention to the incvitable changes which have taken place since its initial
formulation. The next section will consider the evidence that has been cited in
support the hypothesis. The section following will attempt an evaluation of the
hypothesis in the light of both theorctical arguments and empirical counter
cvidence. Finally, a revised version of the hypothesis will be proposcd.
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The Interaction Hypothesis

The interaction hypothesis advances two major claims about the role of
interaction in L2 acquisition:

Comprehensible input is necessary for L2 acquisition.

Modifications to the interactional structure of conversations which take
place in the process of negotiating a communication problem help to make
input comprehensible to an L2 learner.

The origins of these claims lie partly in the work of Stephen Krashen and partly
in that of Evelyn Hatch. Krashen (1977;1980) argucd that the subconscious process
of *acquisition’ (as opposed to the conscious process of "learning’) occurs when the
learner is focussed on meaning and obtains comprehensible input. He emphasised
the importance of *simple codes’ (e.g. forcigner and interlanguage lalk) and of
cxtralinguistic context for making input comprchensible. He also claimed that
language production plays no ditect part in ’acquisition’. Hatch (1978) used a
*discourse analysis’ approach to study the interactions involving naturalistic child
and adult L2 learners and concluded that the regularitics which have been shown to
exist in the way which learners acquire the grammar of an L2 were the direct result
of the kinds of interaction in which they participated. Suggesting that the order of
acquisition reflects the diffcrential frequency with which features occur in the input,
she argued that the requency of these features is determined by the efforts whicn
native speakers and learners make to establish and develop a topic through
intcraction.

The interaction hypothesis itse!f is most clearly associated with the work of
Michacl Long. Long (1980) reported on the input and interactional features of
native speaker talk to sixtcen non-native speakers (all Japanesc) in interview-type
situations. Input features consist of various purely linguistic aspects of foreigner
talk such as breadth of vocabulary used and ovcrall sentence complexity.
Interactional features refer to communicative aspects of foreigner talk such as
temporal markings and various discourse and topic-incorporation functions (cf.
Table 1)." Using native-speaker/native-speaker conversations as bascline data, Long
discovered that forcigner talk cntailed few input modifications but numcrous
interactional adjustments. In a subscquent article Fong (1983) embraced Krashen’s
views about the role of comprehensible input, arguing that (1) aceess to itis
characteristic of all cases of successful first and second acquisition, (2) greater
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Inicracmaal feature

Definttion

Erample

Clarification requests

Confirmation checks

Comprehension checks

Self-repetitions:
(1) repuring

(2) preventve

(3) rexcung

Other-repentions:
(1) repairing

Any expression that elicits
clanfication of the
preceding utterance.

Any expression immediately
following the previous
spealer's utterance
intended 10 confirm that the
ufterance was understood
ot heard correcdy.

Any expression designed 0
establish whether the
speaker's awn preceding
ultersnce has been
understood by the
addressee

The speaker repeats/
paraphrases some part of
her own ulterance in order
to help the addressce
overcome 2 communication
problem

The spealer repeats/
paraphrases some part of
her own utterance in order
to prevent the addressee
expeniencing 2
communicsticn problem.

The speaker repeats/
paraphrases some part of
one of her previous
utterances to help establish
or develop the topic of
conversation

The speaker repeats/
paraphrases some part of
the other speakers utterance
in order to help overcome a
communication problem.
The speaker repeats/
paraphrases some part of
the other spesker’s
uttcrance in order to help
establish or develop the
topic of conversation.

She i on welfare,
What do you mesn by
welfare?

Mexican food have 2
lot of ulcers?

Mexicans have a Jot of
ukcers? Because of the
food?

There was to one
there, Do you know
what | mean?

Maybe there would

Twao?

Yes, beause one
meiher goes 10 wark
and the other meti or
stays home.

Do you share his
feclings? Does anyone
agree with Gustavo?

1 think she has a k¢ of

moncy.

But we don't know
that?

But her husband 15 wery

nch.

1 think the fourth

Jomily.

Not the furth family,
the third family.

1 think ske has three
children,

This is the thing. Ske
has three ckildrem.

Source:  Based on Pica and Doughty (19833)

} modificati

inthe

1

(based on Pica and Doughty, 1985)
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quantities of comprehensibie input seem to result in faster acquisition and (3) lack
of access to it results in little or no acquisition. Comprehensible input is seen,
therefore, as necessary for acquisition, at least for the beginning learner. In the
same article, Long argued that modifications to the interactional structure of
conversation were ‘the most important and widely used’ way of making input
comprehensible (p.342). He suggests that these are specially facilitative of
acquisition because they help to make upfamiliar linguistic input comprehensible.
Long does not present any arguments for differentiating the effects of the various
interactional modifications, so it must be presumed that it is the quantjty rather than
quality of the modifications that is important for acquisition. Indeed, as we shall
see, the empirical research that has fed off the interactional hypothesis has been
based on this assumption.

Long (1983) also considers one of the conditions that promotes the negotiation
of meaning. He reports a study (Long, 1980) in which he found a statistically
significant higher frequency of various interactional features in NS-NNS as opposed
to NS-NS conversations in tasks which required information exchange (i.e. two-way
or jigsaw tasks) but not in tasks which did not reguire any information exchange

(i.e. one-way or decision-making tasks). We might add the following to our
description of the interaction hypothesis, therefore:

Tasks in which there is a need for the participants to exchange information
with each other promote more interactional restructuring.

It follows that information-exchange tasks also aid comprehension and L2
acquisition.

The interaction hypothesis is also closely associated with the work of Pica.
Pica’s main contribution has not been in the area of theory construction but in the
execution of carefully designed experimental studies designed to test the claims of
the interaction hypothesis. As suckh, it will be considered more fully in the next
section. Pica (1987) has, however, extended the interaction hypothesis in one major
way. She emphasises the importance of the social relationship between the
participants as a detcrminant of interactional modific tions:

Underlying the need for mutual understanding and the opportunity to
modify and restructure social interaction ... is a social relationship in which
learners and their interlocutors are aware of their unequal linguistic
proficiencies in the second language, but nevertheless see themselves as
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having gquivalent status with regard to meeting their needs and falfilling
their obligations as conversational participants. (p.4)

We might, then, add the following to our description of the interaction
hypothesis:

A situation in which the conversational partners share a symmetrical role
relationship affords more opportunities for interactional restructuring.

It follows that equality of status between the interactants is also facilitative of
comprehension and acquisition.

The interaction hypothesis can now be summarised as hierarchical three-part
statement (sec Table 2). The first part advances the central claim that learners need
to comprehend input in order to develop their interlanguages. The second part
states that opportunities to modify the structure of a conversation promotes

comprehension. The third part concemns the conditions that create opportunities for
restructuring,

Conprebensible input 18 necessary for L2 acquisition
(= the input hypothesis).

Rodifications to the interactional structure of
conversations which take place in the process of
negotiating a communication prcoblem help to make

input comprehensible to an L2 learner.

(3) a. Tasks in which there is a need for the participants
to exchange information with each other promote more

interactional restructuring.

A situation in which the conversational partners share
a symmatrical role relationship affords mora

opportunities for interactional restructuring.

Table 2: The Interactional Hypothesie
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An examination of Long’s and Pica’s later publications indicates continued
adherence to the interaction hypothesis and a preparedness to put forward a number
of proposals for pedagogy on the basis of it. Thus Long and Crookes (1987) argue
that teachers should make efforts to use fewer display questions because these
inhibit the restructuring of interaction that promotes acquisition through
comprehensible input. Elsewhere (¢.g. Long and Porter, 1985), Long has argued in
favour of group work because it promotes greater opportunity for modifying the
structure of interactions. Long (1989) has also argued in favour of certain kinds of
tasks on the grounds that they produce more and more useful negotiation work. In
addition to reaffirming the importance of two-way over one-way tasks, Long also
proposes that closed tasks (i.e. a‘task with a single or a finite set of correct
solutions) work better than open tasks. In all these cases, Long refers to the
psycholinguistic rationale for his proposals. This rationale is the interactional
hypothesis. Pica (1990) also continues to advocate the need for creating the
classroom conditions in which the negotiation of meaning can take place, again
citing the interactional hypothesis as the theoretical justification.

In two respects, though, Long and Pica’s theoretical position does appear to

have developed somewhat. First, although Long continues to assert that
comprehensible input is necessary for acquisition, he now clearly recognizes that it
may not be sufficient (cf. Long, 1989;10). He does not indicate, however, when or
in what ways it is insufficient. We are not told whether it is insufficient because its
contribution is dependent on some other factor or factors (e.g. Krashen’s affective
filter) or whether it is insufficicut because it cannot account for the whole of
acquisition (as White (1987) argues,.

Secondly, Long now clearly acknowledges that interaction promotes L2
acquisition not only by supplying comprehensible input but also by providing the
learner with opportunitics for production. Drawing on the comprehensible output
hypothesis® (Swain (1985)) he recognises that interlanguage development can take
place when learners are *pushed’ to improve their output. In this respect certain
interactional modifications may be more helpful than others. For instance, requests
for clarification (e.g. ’Pardon’) ’stretch’ the learner by making her clarify what she
has said, whereas confirmation checks do not because they solve the
communication problem for the learner. Pica, too, has embraced the output
hypothesis. She has been able to demonstrate that although NNSs are less likely to
modify their original output than NSs as a result of a communication problem, they
do nevertheless modify their own and their interlocutor’s productions both
semantically and structurally (cf. Pica, 1990, for an excellent survey of her own
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work). She also shows that certain types of discourse signals (e.g. requests for
clarification) are more likely to promote output modifications. In effect, both Long
and Pica are now advancing argumenrts in favour of the gualitative effects of
different types of adjustments. It should be noted, however, that these qualitative
effects apply only to production. Where comprehension is concerned it is the sheer
quantity of modifications that still appears to count.

The main difference between the early and later work of Long and Pica is that
in the latter the interaction hypothesis is no longer seer as the only or even the
major explanation of L2 acquisition. It remains however an important element in
their psycholinguistic rationale for pedagogic intervention. This paper will focus
only on the claims made on behalf of interactional rzstructuring and comprehension.

A Look at the Evidence

The evidence in support of each part of the interactional hypothesis will be
considered separately. It should be noted that because the three parts of the
hypothesis are arranged hierarchically, the evidence to be examined is not all of
equal weight. To justify the hypothesis it is crucial to demonstrate the first parti.e.
to show that comprehensible input is necessary for acquisition (the input
hypothesis).

There is, in fact, no direct evidence to support the input hypothesis. Long
(1983) comments:

Like any genuine hypothesis, the input hypothesis has not been proven.
There has been no direct test of it to date.

The situation is no different today. It has not even been demonstrated that
comprehending messages in an L2 contributes to the acquisition of new linguistic
knowledge let alone that comprehension is pecessary for its acquisition. A number
of studics have reported a relationship between the frequency of features in the
input and their acquisition (e.g. Larsen-Freeman, 1976 and Lightbown, 1983) but
such studies do not address the input hypothesis as they do not show that the input
containing the features was comprehensible to the lcarners. Chaudron (1988), .
reviewing studies that have investigated 1.2 comprehension in a classroom setting,
concludes that there is only an ’inkling’ of a relationship between comprehensibility
and learners’ progress. This is an exaggeration; there is no dircct evidence of any

~ relationship atall. )
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The absence of direct evidence, however, does not warrant the rejection of the
input hypothesis - as Long (1983) is quick to assert. Indeed, if the weight of
indirect evidence is sufficient, the hypothesis can be sustained. Krashen (1985) and
Long (1983) point to several kinds of indirect evidence. These are summarised in
Table 3. It is difficult to assess this evidence. Some of it does not speak to the
input hypothesis at all. For example, there is no study that links foreigner talk to L2
acquisition. Some of it is extremely dubious. For example, the claim that the
methods that are supposed to work (e.g. Total Physical Response) do so because
they supply more comprehensible input than the methods that are supposed not to
work (e.g. audiolingualism) can be disputed both on the grounds that the
comparative method studies are seriously flawed (a point Long, but not Krashen,
acknowledges) and on the grounds that there is no evidence that the successful
methods actually result in more comprehensible input. Some of the evidence is
controversial. For instance, researchers do not agree about the role of caretaker talk
in L1 acquisition (cf. Gleitman et al,1984). Some of the evidence has also been
disputed. Hammerly (1987), for instance, takes a very different view of immersion
programs, claiming that they result in pidginization. Even some of the stronger
evidence is open to dispute. Some adults, for instance, have proven to be very
successful learners even though they kiad no access to comprehensible input in
meaning-focussed communication. It is possible that they worked on the input they
received to make it comprehensible (e.g. with the help of a bilingual dictionary) but
this involves a very different concept of comprehensible input from that advanced
by the input hypothesis. At best the indirect evidence cited provides only weak
support in favour of the necessity of comprehensible input. Long’s (1983;341)
conclusion that ’it is sustained because the predictions it makes are consistent with
the available data’ is probably not warranted and a safer, more conservative
conclusion might be that the hypothesis still awaits confirmation.

Let us now consider the second claim of the hypothesis. What evidence is
there to support the view that input obtained from interactional modification is most
casily comprehended? Two sets of studies are relevant here - studies which have
investigated the effects of input simplifications on comprehension and studies
which have investigated whether interactional modifications are especially
cffective.




Kind of evidence Brief explenation

Ceretaker epeech Careteker epsech to young children
ie roughly tuned to the children'e
receptive ebilitiee end fe wotivated
by the need to eid comprehension.

Foreigner telk Foreigner telk to F¥Se ie aleo
roughly tuned and functione ae en

eid to comprehension.

Silent period Some young children g0 through a

‘etlent period' in L2 acquisition.
During thie period they do not
produce but do learn the L2.

Age differences Older children ecquire f er bacaves
they obtain more compreheneible
input.

Comparative mathod The etudiee ehow that methode trat

etudiee supply plenty of compreheneible
input work batter then thoee thet
eupply little.

{mmareion programe Iamareion programs heve generelly
been found euperior to foreign/
escond languege progrems - egein
besceves they eupply plenty of
compreheneible input.Aleo,edditicnal
expoesure to the L2 ocuteide the
cleessrcoe does not enhence leerning,
presumably beceues thie doee not
eupply coepreheneible input.

Bilipguel program The success of different kinde of
bilingual progrems reflecte the
extent to which they eupply comp-
reheneible input

Daleyed Ll end L2 Studiee 0f children in both Ll end L2

ecquieition ecquieition who ere deprived of
compreheneible input (e.g. bacaves
their parente are deef) eshow that
acquieition ie delayed or non-

exietent.

Teble 3: Indirect evidence in euppart of the input
hypotheete




In general, researchers have concentrated on describing the way in which input
is modified in foreigner and teacher talk and have rarely investigated the effects
such modifications have on comprehensibility. However, a number of studies
indicate that input modifications aid understanding of both spoken and written texts.
These studies have been reviewed by Long (1985) and Chaudron (1985;1988).
Tr.ey provide evidence to suggest that (1) rate of speech (e.g. Kelch, 1985), (2)
reduction in syntactical complexity (e.g. Johnson, 1981 and Blau, 1982) and 3
increased redundancy (e.g. Chaudron, 1983) result in better comprehension by L2
learners. However, there are problems. First, other studies provide counterfactual
evidence. Dahl (1983), for instance, found that L2 learners judgements of the rate
of spoken messages did not correlate with the actual speech rate. Speidel et al
(1985) found that simple syntax in stories did not improve the reading
comprehension of grade 2 pupils in Hawaii. Second, in many of the studies (such
as Long 1985) a number of different aspects of input (speech rate, syntax, lexis,
discourse) were simplified, making it difficult to determine precisely which aspects
contributed to enhanced comprehension.’ Chaudron (1983) has also noted that
teachers’ attempts to simplify may result in too much redundant and confusing
information which can inhibit rather than promote comprehension. A safe
conclusion is that input modifications probably do facilitate understanding, but
precisely which modifications work best and in which combinations remain
uncertain.

The studies referred to above, however, are not of direct relevance to the
interaction hypothesis, which states that input modifications which derive from
attempts to negotiate understanding work best. A study by Pica, Young and
Doughty (1986) has addressed this claim directly. For this reason it is an important
study and will be considered in some detail. Sixteen low-intermediate learners were
divided into two groups. One group received directions requiring them to choose
and place items on a small board illustrated with an outdoor scene. These directions
were based on those produced in native-speaker/native-speaker interaction but had
been systematically premodified with the result that they were longer, more
redundant and less complex. The other group reccived the bascline directions, but
were given opportunities to scek verbal assistance if they did not understand. In
this way, the researchers aimed to compare the effects of premodified and
interactionally adjusted input on comprehension, which they measured as the
number of the correct learncr responses to the directions. The results showed that
interactional modifications did result in higher levels of comprehension. The input
derived from the restructured interactions proved to be (1) quantitatively greater, (2)
more complex and (3) more redundant than both premodified and bascline input.
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Furthermore, a detailed analysis of individual directions showed that *modifications
of interaction were most effective in achieving comprehension when the learners
had difficulty in understanding the input but were superfluous when the input was
easily understood’ (p. 747). this study is often cited as providing strong support for
part two of the interaction hypothesis. It is, however, seriously flawed in one major
respect. It is impossible to tell whether the advantage shown for the interactionally
modified input arose as a result of the greater input which it supplied or, as Pica et
al wish to claim, as a result of the opportunities for negotiating meaning. We need
to take note of the fact that it was the researchers themselves who determined the
quantity of the premodified input and to recognise that we cannot judge whether the
premodified input would have worked as well (or even better) had it been as
plentiful as the interactionally modified input.

A subsequent study (Pica, 1989) addressed this problem. This siudy compared
the effects of interactionally generated input with premodified input which
contained the same amount of original and repeated input and took the same length
of time to present. In this case, then, the two conditions differed only in whether
there were opportunities to negotiate. As Pica takes pains to point out the
premodified input in the second study was based on the negotiated input rather than
on the researcher’s intuitions about what constituted comprehensible input. The
premodified and interactionally adjusted input resulted in comprehension scores of
81% and 88% respectively - a difference that was not statistically significant.
However, a post-hoc analysis of the results showed that for those learners who were
rated as having lower comprehension ability by their teachers, the opportunity to
interact was bencficial. Pica concludes that opportunities for negotiation may be
most beneficial for learners in the carly stages of L2 acquisition.*

What general conclusions can we reach regarding the second claim of the
interaction hypothesis? At best, the research to date only suggests that simplified
input helps comprehension. Also, much more work needs to be done before we can
safely conclude if and when interactionally modified input works best. But, on
balance, this part of the hypothesis looks promising. It is worth noting that L1
rescarchers (e.g. Ellis and Wells, 1981) have found that the input made available by
parents with fast-learning children does not differ significantly on purely linguistic
measures (i.e. what Long (1980) has called input features) from that made available
by parents of slow-learning children, but differences are evident on a number of
interactional measures (c.8. acknowledgements and expansions).
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Perhaps the most convincing research has focussed on part three of the
interaction hypothesis (i.e. the conditions that promote interactionally modified
discourse). There is now amplc testimony to the distorted nature of the discourse
that occurs in teacher-dominated lessons and to the non-availablity of opportunities
for modifying the structure of the classrcom interactions that occur in them (cf.
Long and Sato, 1983; Ellis, 1984). There have also been a number of interesting
studies, building on Long’s 1980 study, which have attempted to identify which
general properties of tasks promote negotiation (e.g. Gass and Varonis, 1985; Pica
and Doughty, 1985a and 1985b and various papers in Day, 1986). Again, though, it
is wise not to place too much store on the results that have been obtained, as there
are studics which also show that teacher-dominated discourse need not be totally
devoid of interactional negotiation (cf. Van Licr, 1988), while much work remains
to be done to establish which task factors are relevant to interaction and how these
factors inter-relate in determiring discourse outcomes. Also, research directed at
part three of the hypothesis does not constitute a test of the essential elements of the
hypothesis.

This review of the evidence that has been cited in support of the various parts
of the interaction hypothesis indicates the need for caution. It is now a decade since
the hypothesis was originally formulated and yet there is still no direct evidence to
link interaction to acquisition and precious little to demonstrate that it promotes
comprehension. This, perbaps, is not so surprising, nor very worrying, as SLA and,
in particular, classroom SLA is till in its infancy. A decade, after all, is not long.
Also, the absence of supportive research does not warrant the abandonment of
hypothesis that, in many ways, has contributed substantially to our current
understanding of how learning takes place in the classroom context.

An Evaluation of the Interactional Hypothesis

We have now considered the nature of the theorctical claims advanced by the
intcractional hypothesis and have also examined some of the empirical evidence
which has been cited in support of it. In this section, we will take a look ata
number of theoretical objections and some counter-evidence to the first two parts’
before arriving at a final evaluation of the hypothesis.
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Is Comprehensible Input Necessary for Acquisition?

Many of the theoretical objections have focussed on part one of the hypothesis
- the claim that comprehensible input is necessary for acquisition. Two rather

different arguments, representing a2 weak and a strong attack on this position, have
been advanced.

The weak objection is based on the view that although comprehensible input is
necessary for acquisition it is not sufficient (which, as we have seen, is a point Long
now acknowledges). Sharwood Smith (1986;241) argues that the processes of
comprehension and acquisition are not the same. He suggests that input has a *dual
relevance’ - there is input that will help the learner to interpret for meaning and
there is input that she will use to advance her interlanguage. Sharwood Smith goes
on to consider the different nature of the processes involved. In the case of
comprehension, surface input is only briefly registered, as the learner rapidly
recodes into ’deeper semantic and pragmatic codes’ in which the message is then
stored. In the case of acquisition the learner needs to undertake both 2 surface
structure analysis and a semantic representation of the input. The input has to be
held in memory sufficiently long for a comparison between its representation and
whatever representation is provided by the rules of the leamer’s current grammar to
be carried out. Without such a comparison no restructuring of the current grammar
can take place. A somewhat similar position has been taken up by Faerch and
Kasper (1986). They argue that acquisition only occurs when there is a ’gap’
between the input and the learner’s current knowledge and, crucially, when the
learner perceijves the gap as a gap in knowledge.

A characteristic of the weak objection is the rejection of any role for simplified
input in L2 (or L1) acquisition. Sharwood Smith (1986) argues that simplified input
functions as an aid to comprehension but not to acquisition. He refers to research
by Bates (1982) which indicates that the characteristics of motherese (one kind of
simplificd input) are controlled by the child rather than the caretaker. White (1989)
argues that simplified input will not help the learner to discover certain facts about
the target language, such as the coreference possibilities of the English pronoun
system. She points out that input consisting of simple sentences (c.g. 'Jane washed
her’) will not help the learner to discover how to treat pronouns in complex
sentences (e.g. "Jane watched television before she had dinner’). Both Sharwood
Smith and White argue that simplificd input is detrimental to language acquisition
because it deprives the learner of useful structural information about the target
language grammar.
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These arguments are surely mistaken, particularly where simplified input
derived from interactionally adjusted conversations is concerned.® Batcs (1982), on
whom Sharwood Smith sets considerable store, is wrong - there is evidence from
Wells (1985) that parents increase the frequency of specific grammatical features
just before these first appear in their children’s speech. White is wrong to assume
that simplified input is incapable of revealing facts such as the rules governing
pronominal coreference. Consider the following constructed but totally feasible
conversational exchange:

Jane watched television before she had dinner last night.
Before who had dinner?

Before Jane had dinner. Jane watched TV before Jane had dinner.

Oh, I see.

White seems to characterise simplified input entirely in terms of reduction in
grammatical complexity and to ignore other aspects. But, as the above exchange
illustrates, interactional modifications often work on quite complex strings, helping
to make the grammatical relationships that exist transparent and, therefore, easier to
acquire (cf. Pica, 1990, for examples of how this happens int real conversations
involving leamers). The simplified input derived from interactional modifications,
then, certainly need not deprive the learner of useful structural data, as both
Sharwood Smith and White claim.

It does not follow, of course, that modificd input, even when interactionally
derived, results in acquisition - as we have already noted in the previous section.
Sato (1986) investigated the role of conversational modifications arising out of
communication breakdown in two Victnamese learner’s naturalistic acquisition of
past time reference (PTR) in English. Neither learner acquired past tense
grammatical markers and Sato suggests that this might have been because both
learners were able to communicate PTR effectively precisely because they were
given substantial interactional support. In other words, the conversational
interaction removed the need to acquire past tensc grammatical markers. Sato
concludes that conversational interaction may facilitate the acquisition of some
structures but not others. This is an interesting conclusion because it conforms to
the findings of other research which has <hown that morphological aspects of
English (such as past tensc markers) are *fragile’, i.e. typically pot acquired in
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communicatively-rich learning environments) and, indeed, are resistant to
acquisition even in advanced lcamners (cf. Bardovi-Harlig and Bofman, 1989).’

In rejecting Sharwood-Smith’s and White’s arguments regarding the null
contribution of modified input, we need to be careful not to overstate its
importance. Atbest, we can say that it may help acquisition. Also, the argument
advanced by Sharwood Smith, Faerch and Kasper and Sato that the processes of
comprehending and acquiring are distinct and that input/interaction that works for
comprehension may not work for acquisition still stands. Apart from Sat>’s study
already referred to, there is other evidence to support this position.

Ellis (forthcoming) asked two groups of upper intermediate adult learners (one
Black South African and the other Indonesian) to read an *English’ text which had
been rewritten so as to introduce a number of non-English grammatical rules (i.e. a
zero plural morpheme rule and a number of German word order rules). The task
was administered as a faster reading exercise and the leamers’ reading speeds and
comprehension measured. On completion of the task the learners were asked to
write down in as much detail as possible anyihing they had noticed about the
grammar of the text thiey had read. A ’grammar score’ for each learner was based
on the accuracy and detall of their written comments. For the South Africans there
was a statistically significant inverse relationship between reading speeds and
comprehension scores on the one hand and grammar scores on the other. In other
words, tae faster readers and more s:ccessful comprehenders noticed less about the
grammar. For, the Indonesians no such relationship was found. Ellis suggests that
the difference between the two groups reflects differences in the way they
approached the ieading task. The Indonesians had received intensive training in
how to recad for meaning and, therefore, may have focussed primarily on
comprehending the text. The South Africans had received no such training. Many
read very slowly and may, therefore, have given themselves more opportunity to
perceive the *new’ grammatical features.

Further evidence in support of the view that the availability of comprehensible
input does not guarantec acquisition is provided by recent studies which have
investigated grammar learning in ’communicative’ classrooms (cf. Ellis,
forthcoming for a review). Swain (1985) reported that early immersion students in
Canada performed poorly on tests of grammatical competence. Hammerly (1987)
reviewed six studics of French immersion, all of which showed that although the
learners developed good listening and reading skills, they remained far from
linguistically competent’. Hammerly argued that comprehensible input results
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only in ’a very defective and probably terminal classroom pidgin’ (p.397). Spada
and Lightbown (1989) provide evidence to suggest that an intensive communicative
ESL program in Quebec (5 hrs § days a week for 5 months) also resulted in low
levels of grammatical acquisition (e.g. only 50% accuracy on plural-s, an early-
acquired morpheme). These programs should not be considered failures, however,
as they did result in considerable fluency and confidence in the learners’ ability to
use the L2. They suggest that comprehensible input is by itself not sufficient for
acquisition of high levels of grammatical proficiency. One explanation for this is
that the learners in such programs do not potice grammatical features in the input
they comprehend. Such a conclusion is supported by the results of other studies
(c.g. Spada, 1987) which suggest that drawing learners’ conscious attention to
grammatical form aids their acquisition, particularly if there is also access to
comprehensible input through meaning-focussed communication.

Having considered the weak objection to the claim that comprehensible input is
necessary for acquisition, we can now turn our attention to the strong objection.
This disputes the very necessity of comprehensible input. This objection is based
on learnability theory. White (1987), for instance, has argued that some
grammatical features cannot be acquired purely on the basis of positive evidence
(i.e. comprehensible input) and require negative input (i.e. feedback that draws
conscious attention to the existence of the features). She notes that learners not
only have to add new rules but also to lose transitional rules and that many of the
latter cannot be disconfirmed purely on the basis of input, no matter how weil-
adjusted it is. Rutherford (1989) points out that learners manifest *near universal
failure to attain full target language competence’ (p. 442) and that this may be
because preemption is blocked in L2 acquisition. Rutherford, like white, argues it
may be necessary to bring the differcnce between the learner’s interim rules and the
target language rules to the lcarner’s conscious attention. Zobl (1983) and Eckman
(1985) have both argued that acquisition entails *generalisation’. That is, lcarners
are credited with the ability to project grammatical knowledge they obtain from
input to other, related grammatical knowledge not available or not attended to in the
input . The gist of all these arguments is that input is not enough and that lcarners
are cquipped to go beyond the input.

The strong objection is able to muster somic powecrful arguments but little
empirical evidence. In this respect it is not dissimilar to the interaction hypothesis
itself. There is some evidence to support the capacity of lecarners to project beyond
the input they receive (cf. Zobl, 1985; Eckman ct al, 1988). But this evidence is
open to challenge. The studies lo date have not demonstrated that learners
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generalize what they have learnt to iew grammatical features, merely that they are
able to increase the accuracy with which they perform features they have already
learnt on the basis of input containing other features (cf. Jones, 1991, for a study
that lends some support to this position). The studies have also enly investigated a
very limited number of grammatical features - relative clauses and possessive
pronouns - between which distinct markedness relations are believed to exist. We
do not know whether and to what extent similar relations hold between other
structures. Also, to date, the studies that have investigated projection have involved
inducing conscious attention to specific grammatical features through formal

instruction rather than supplying access to these features through comprehensible
input.

The strong and weak theoretical objections to the central claim of the
interaction hypothesis and the empirical research which sustains them give rise to
doubts as to (1) whether comprehensible input is sufficient for acquisition and (2)
whether it is always necessary. In general, the case for (1) is stronger than that for
(2). The input hypotkesis, as currently formulated, is probably not tenable.
However, as White (1987) has noted, some kind of input hypothesis is clearly
nccessary in any theory of L2 acquisition. Later a revised form of the input
hypothesis will proposed.

Do Interactional Adjustments make Input Comprehensible?

The second claim of the interactional hypothesis - that modifications to the
interactional structure of discourse promote comprehension - rests on firmer ground,
although it too is in need of some revision.

We bave already examined the study by Pica, Young and Doughty (1986) and
Pica’s (1989) follow up study, which lend some support to the claim that
interactionally modificd input aids comprchensions. A study by Loschky (1989)
also indicates that opportunities for negotiating meaning are especially helpful
where comprehension is concerned. Loschky investigated the acquisition of
locative markers in L2 Japanese beginner learners. The learners were divided into
three groups cach of which received a different treatment. One group received
bascline input,’ another premodificd input and a third interactionally modified input.
Loschky tested the learner’s comprehension of centences containing the locative
structures immediatcly after the treatment. He also tested their ’retention’ of the
structures by mcans of aural recognition and sentence verification tasks. The results
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demonstrated a clear advantage for the group that received interactionally modified
input where comprehension was concerned, but no advantage for retention.
Loschky also found a non-significant correlation between the learners’ gains in
comprehension and vocabulary gains. This study, then, indicates that for beginner
learners opportunities to negotiate meaning results in better comprehension, but has
no apparent impact on acquisition. As such, it bears out the discussion in the
previous section.

The claim that interactional modifications aid comprehension has met with
opposition, however. First, there is some evidence to suggest that what appears to
be the negotiation of meaning may not be anything of the kind. Hawkins (1985)
carried out a study to determine whether the apparently appropriate responses made
by learners in the course of negotiation actually signalled comprehension. She
collected retrospective data from learners in order to determine whether their
responses actually did represent comprehension and found that in 50% of the
responses for which retrospective data were available comprehension had rot in fact
taken place.

Second, it has been pointed out that interactional modifications occur for other
purposes than for negotiating meaning. Aston (1986) has argued convincingly for a
social perspective on what he calls ’trouble shooting procedures’ to complement the

psycholinguistic perspective afforded by the interactional hypothesis. He notes
that:

Trouble shooting procedures can be employed to locate and deal with both
troubles of accessibility and acceptability, and morcover can be used when
trouble is neither present nor imminent. ’

Thus, modification to the structure of interaction occurs when the participants need
to achicve ’a formal display of convergence’. Insuch cases, Aston suggests, they
may go through a ’ritual of understanding or agreement’ in order to show that the
interaction has been successful. Aston goes on to argue that excessive trouble-
shooting procedures may jeopardize communication from a social point of view,

Third, following on from Hawkins’ and Aston’s observations, the claim that it
is the quantity of interactional modifications that matters has been challenged.
Ehrlich, Avery and Yorio (1989;399) argue that "the mere number of meaning
negotiations within an interaction may not be a good predictor of the quality of
comprehensible input’. In an interesting study, they compared the interactions of
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eight native speaker/native speaker dyads with those of eight native speaker/non-
native speaker dyads in a problem solving task requiring objects to be described.
They found evidence for two relatively distinct styles in the speakers supplying the
information. Skeletonizers provided the barest of details. Embroiderers tended to
expand and embellish. Also, the skelctonizers tended to abandon negotiation when
the descriptions straved into a level of detail which the learners clearly could not
bandle, whereas the embroiderers carried on regardless. In the case of the NS/NS
pairs, the style of the speaker did not affect overall success in the task, but in the
case of the NS/NNS pairs it did; the skeletonizing pairs were more successful.
Ebrlich, Avery and Yorio conclude that skeletonizing is more likely to result in
comprehensible input. This study, then, indicates that it is not so much the quantity
as the quality of interaction that counts. It goes some way to showing what
particular aspects of negotiation facilitate comprehension.

Finally, we should also note that the research which has investigated
interactional investigations has been extremely narrow. It has focussed on a very
limited set of discourse functions found in negotiated interaction (cf. Table 1) and
has neglected other aspects of discourse (such as topicalization) that may be
important for comprehension. Also, it has been concerned primarily with discourse
in English. We have no guarantee that the ncgotiation of meaning proceeds
similarly in other languages. We do not know whether the same kinds of
modifications occur cross-linguistically. A study by Kitazawa (1990) has reported
considerable problems in identifying and classifying the intcractional moves
described by Long and Pica in Japancse conversations involving learners.

Two general conclusions scem possible regarding the relationship between
interactional modifications and comprehension:

(1) Interactional modifications help learners to comprehend difficult material.

They appear to aid comprehension to a greater extent than premodified
input.

(2) Preciscly when and how interactional modifications work for
comprehension is still poorly understood, but it is becoming clear that it is
the quality rather than the quantity that matters.

There is an obvious need for more studies (both descriptive and experimental)
that probe the variables which determine whether and to what extent adjustments to
discourse contribute to comprehension. Such studies will hopefully go beyond the
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fairly restricted set of interactional features which have figured in the research to
date.” They will also need to investigate the nature and the effects of modifications
in languages other than English. In the meantime some revision of part two of the
interactional hypothesis is in order.

Revising the Hypothesis

We have scen that only very limited evidence can currently be mustered in
support of the interaction hypothesis. We have also seen that the hypothesis is open
to serious challenge in two major ways. First, comprehensible input appears to be
neither necessary nor sufficient for acquisition and second there appear to be
conditions governing whether and when interactional modifications make input
comprehensible. These constitute serious challenges, which cannot be ignored.
One way forward might be to abandon the hypothesis and look for an altcrnative
theory to explain how learners use input to build their interlanguages. This, in
effect, is what White (1987) and others who view Universal Grammar as the key to
explaining L2 acquisition have advocated. However, I do not think that
abandonment is the best course or indeed necessary. For a start, the interactional
hypothesis has made a valuable contribution to classroom second language research,
motivating a number of studies that have addressed both the nature of classroom
interaction and also its relationship to learners’ understanding and learning. Also,
the hypothesis has strong face validity. As many teachers have pointed out to me, it
is common sense to work on the assumption that making learners understand what
you say to them will help them learn the L2. Revision rather than abandonment of
the hypothesis is the path I favour,

What is missing from the hypothesis is a theoretical account of how input made
comprehensible through interactional modification results in acquisition. The
revisions that I wish to propose are based on such an account.

The process of acquiring an L2 involves three basic procedures: (1) noticing,
(2) comparison and (3) integration. Noticing entails the learner attending
consciously to linguistic features in the input. Noticing entails perception and
storage in short term memory. Thus, a feature that is noticed becomes ’preliminary
intake’ (Chaudron, 1985). Comparison 1lso entails only short term memory. It
involves the learner in identifying the difference between features noticed in the
input and fcatures currently in her own output. Integration takes place when the
learner constructs new hypotheses on the basis of comparing input and her own
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output and stores these in long term memory. Integration, therefore, results in ’final
intake’ (Chaudron, 1985). For acquisition to take place, all three procedures must
occur. It does not follow that because a learner has noticed some feature in the
input and has carried out a comparison with her own output that integration will
take place. Itis now generally recognised that psycholinguistic constraints of
various Kinds govern when new linguistic material is incorporated into the learner’s
interlanguage (cf. the Multidimensional Model, Pienemann, 1989). These
constraints, working at the level of integration, are responsible for the
developmental orders which have been observed in L2 acquisition. The position I
seck to advance is that the role of input derived through interaction is primarily that
of facilitating the processes of noticing and comparison.

According to Schmidt (1990), the process of noticing is necessarily a conscious
one. He claims that 'you can’t learn a foreign language through sublimal
perception’. Conscious noticing, however, is not the same as deliberate attending.
Noticing can take place either intentionally or inadvertently. Also, noticing does
not require focal attention. When taking part in a conversation, for instance, the
learner may be primarily focussed on the message content, but may also pay
peripheral attention to striking linguistic features in the input. Under certain
conditions, the learner may bring these features into focal attention. Lennon (1989)
has documented how the advanced learners he studied appeared to switch their
attention backwards and forwards from trying to communicate to trying to learn by
consciously attending to input features even within the course of a single
interaction. Schmidt argues that learners who notice the most, will learn the most.

The process of comparison is also potentially a conscious one, although it may
often take place subconsciously. Schmidtand Frota (1986) carried out a detailed
study of Schmidt’s acquisition of Portuguese based on his entries in an admirably
detailed diary. They illustrate how Schmidt often ’noticed the gap’ between what
he typically said and what he observed in the input. Here is an example of the kind
of comparison Schmidt reported carrying out:

I often say dois anos antes for 'twa years ago’. I think it should be anos
atras. 1have been hearing it that way in conversation, I think.

(Later the same day) I asked M which is correct and he saye both are OK,
but | am suspicious. Check with S tomorrow.
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Schmidt and Frota provide several examples of how features that were noticed
in the input and compared to current output subsequently appeared productively in
Schmidt’s conversational output. In fact, out of 21 verbal constructions they
investigated, 20 were reported as having being noticed prior to their use in
spontaneous production.

Of key interest is what induces a learner to notice features in the input and then
to compare them to her current output. It is here that a role for con.prehensible
input and interaction appears likely. Modified input may be effective in drawing a
learner’s attention to features that would otherwise be ignored. This might occur in
two principal ways - by increasing the frequency of specific forms at particular
times (cf. Wells, 1985) and also by constructinrg messages in such a way that certain
features become prominent in the input (e.g. by placing them in utterance initial
position). Simplified input will only instigate noticing providing the learner is
attending to it and this in turn is more likely to occur if the learner is able to
understand the message content. As several studies kave shown, beginners are net
general successful in learning from unsimplified input such as that made availabie
through TV or radio (cf. Snow et al, 1976). This is because such input is not
comprehensible and so does not facilitate the noticing process. Simplified input
does not ensure that noticing will take place, however. For one thing, if the input is
simplified too much, there may be nothing new to notice. Also, the learner may be
so focussed on message that she has no time to attend to linguistic features.

Negotiated interaction may be particularly useful in both helping the learer to
notice new features and also to carry out a comparison with her existing output.
Consider the following (again contrived) interaction:

NNS: No go disco this Saturday.
NS:  Oh, so you’re not going to the disco this Saturday?
NNS: Yeah, not going.

In such an exchange the native speaker reformulates the learner’s utterance in
the guise of a confirmation check and one feature of this reformulation is taken up
in the learner’s response. Such interactions afford the learner gvert comparisons
between interlanguage and target language forms. Of course, there is no guaranice
that overt comparisons lead to the kind of mental comparison which Schmidt
hypothesizes is necessary, but they surely create the conditions under which such

N0
200 “wlid




mental comparisons are more likely to occur. Thus modified interaction does not
guarantee that noticing or comparison will take place; it merely facilitates it. Also,
as we have already seen, certain kinds of modified interaction may work better for

comprehension and thereby for noticing than others (cf. Ehrlich, Avery and Yorio,
1989).

The processes of noticing and comparison, then, may be facilitated when input
is comprehensible and when interactional modification is possible. It is important
to recognize, however, that there are likely to be a number of factors in addition to
interactional modification that govemn if and when these acquisitional processes take
place (cf. Schmidt, 1990). The following is a provisional list of such factors:

(1) task demands (i.e. the instructional task causes the learner to attend to
certain linguistic features because these are important for acquisition).

(2) unusual features (i.c. features that surprise the learner. Such features may
work in similar ways to deviations in literary texts).

(3) markedness (i.c. features that arc relatively unmarked may be easier to
notice than features that arc more marked).

(4) the learner’s L1 (i.e. L2 features that match L1 features may be more
noticeable, at least in the earlier stages of acquisition).

(5) individual learner differences (i.e. factors such as aptitude and motivation
may influence whether or not a learner attends to new linguistic features in
the input).

Whether or not these factors are important for noticing and comparing and in
what ways remains an empirical question. What is important to recognise is that
within the overall theory being proposed the availability of comprehensible input

and of opportunities for negotiating meaning do not ensure that these processes will
take place.

The role of comprehensible input and interactional modifications where
integration of new linguistic material into interlanguage is concerned is less clear.
The comprehensibility of input may prove to be irrelevant for integration.
However, it is possible that interaction that enables the learner 1o use those features
that have becn noticed and compared in output may help. Such a position is
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compatible with the more recent work on negotiated interaction which has sought to
show how learners can be ’stretched’ by obliging them to make their own output
more comprehensible (see earlier discussion). But there is a strong likelihood that
the integration of new structures depends to a large extent on factors other than

input or output (e.g. innate knowledge of the universal properties of language and
the learner’s L1).

The theoretical position which has now been outlined suggests a number of
revisions of the interactional hypothesis are in order. First, it is necessary to make a
much weaker claim on behalf of comprehensible input. It must be seen as playing a
facilitative rather than a necessary role in acquisition. Also due recognition must be
given to the fact that the acquisition of some linguistic structures can occur
independently of input. Second, modified input is seen as important for acquisition
but only in the sense that it makes acquisition possible, not in the sense that it
catses acquisition to take place. The conditions under which modified input may
work need to be specified. Thus, it is hypothesized that modified input plays a part
in enabling learners to carry out the preliminary processes of acquisition - noticing
and comparison. The special usefulness of modified input derived from negotiating
communication problems is also acknowledged. Third, a role for output is
incorporated into the hypothesis, along the lines currently proposed by Pica and
Long. Output is secn as a mechanism that facilitates the integration of new
linguistic knowledge. It follows that situational conditions and tasks that promote
interaction which produces comprehension and which encourages the processes of
noticing, comparison and integration will be effective for acquisition. However, as
little is currently known about what situations and tasks achieve this, no reference to
external factors is incorporated into the revised hypothesis.

Conclusion

The focus of this paper has been the role played by face-to-face interaction in
L2 acquisition. The interaction hypothesis, as proposed initially by Long and
investigated by Pica, has served as the main theoretical account of this role. A
number of problems with this hypothesis bave been identified and a revised
interaction hypothesis has been put forward. This claims that the comprehensible
input derived from modified interaction may facilitate theprocesses of noticing
linguistic features and comparing them with the features the learner derives from
her current intcrlanguage. It also claims that learner production resulting from the
altempt to negotiate meaning can facilitate the pracess of integrating new featurcs
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into interianguage. These claims are weaker seen as neither necessary nor sufficient
for acquisition. However, they are compatible with the results of empirical and
theoretical enquiry into L2 acquisition.

Comprehensible input facilitates L2 acquisition but is

neither necessary not sufficient.

Modificationz to input,aespecially those which take
place in the process of negotiating a communication

problems make acquisition possible providing that the
learners:

a. comprebend the input

b. notice new features in it and compare what is noticed

with their own output.

Interaaction thet requires learners to modify their

initial output facilitates the process of integration.

Table 4: A revised version of the {interactional
hypothesis

Onc advantage of the revised hypothesis is that it is possible to sec how it can
be tested empirically. The absence of direct cvidence in support of the original
hypothesis is a reflection of the difficulty rescarchers have faced in testing it. Long
(1985) suggested that the hypothesis might be tested indirectly by (1) showing that
linguistic and conversational adjustments promote comprehension of input, (2)
showing that comprehensible input promotes acquisition and (3) inferring that
linguistic/conversational adjustments promote acquisition. But this suggestion has
not proved very helpful as it is not clecar how (2) can be achieved. The revised
hypothesis docs not face this difficulty because the relationship between input,
comprehension and acquisition has now been more clearly defined. The nature of
the link between modified input and the processes of noticing and comparing can be
tested through introspection and retrospection because both of these processes take
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place at a conscious level. One way is by asking learners to record what it is that
they remember having noticed while they were performing a particular task and
then examining the nature of the interactions in which the noticed features occurred
(cf. Slimani, 1987, for an account such a methodology).”

Finally, I would like to join the many other rescarchers who have advised
caution in applying the results of SLA studies to language pedagogy {cf.
Lightbown. 1985). Itis highly desirable, as Long (1987) has pointed «"t, that
language pedagogy should be informed by research that is *theoretically motivated’
and has ’high valency’ (i.e. capable of generalization beyond the specific context of
the research site). The problem is that in such a young field as SLA there is no
agrecment regarding what constitutes a valid theory. As a result the research that
has taken place, including the research based on the interaction hypothesis, affords
few certainties. Such research cannot in my view be used to inform pedagogy. Itis
surely unwise, for instance, to propose that teachers select tasks according to how
many interactional modifications they give rise to (cf. Long and Crookes, 1987),
given how littlc we know about the relationship between these modifications and
acquisition. The research should serve as a means (and not the only means) of
illuminating language pedagogy by drawing attention to possible lines of
intervention which teachers can then test out, ultimately accepting or dismissing
them in the light of their classroom experience.

Noles:

Parker and Chaudron (1987) suggest that some characteristics of the speech addressed to learners
do not reflect cither input or interactional modification. They propase a third category of features
which they label "elaboration’. This includes modifications that involve redundancy (e.g. repetition
of constituents. use of synonyms and rhetorical framing) and those that involve thematic structure
(c.g. extraposition and cleft constructions).

Swain (1985) argues that output encourages acquisition by forcing lcarners to be precise, coherent
and appropriate, by obliging them to process syntactically (as opposed to scmantically) and by
providing opportunities for them to revise hypotheses. The evidence cited in support of the output
hypothesis is circumstantial (i.c. there is no direct evidence linking *pushed output’ to acquisition).

The Parker and chaudron (1987) study did attempt to establish to what extent modifications
involving redundancy and thematic structure differentially contributed to reading comprehension,
but found no effect for cither.
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Pica's (1989) study also investigated whether interactional modifications work as well for learners
who listen to others interact as it does for those who actively participate. She found no statistical
difference between the comprehension of the listeners and the participators.

The evaluation focuses on the first two parts of the hypothesis as it is these that are essential. Part
three functions only as a corollary.

It is interesting to note that neither White nor Sharwood Smith make any mention of other forms of
adjustment in input to learners (i.¢. interactional or elaboration). They discuss only simplified
input. It is not possible, of course, to dismiss a role for modified input by arguments that address

only _implified input.

Vertical construction and incorporation (Hatch and Wagner-Gough, 1976) may serve as discourse
strategies which help the learner to acquire syntactical structures, However, it is not clear how
such strategies could facilitate the acquisition of morphological structures,

The baseline input in Loschky s study consisted of unmodified input derived from performing the
task with native speakers.

Bygate's (1988) analysis of the kinds of interactions that take place in small group work involving
learners of mixed proficiency levels suggests how the study of interaction can be taken further than
the sma.l .2t of discourse functions which the interaction hypothesis centres around. Bygate
examincd tke forms and functions of what he calls "satellite units’ (i.c. chunks of language that are
dependent on some previous part of the discourse). Bygate claims that these units facilitate the
process of language acquisition, although he offers no evidence to demonstrate this.

Slimani recorded six lessons involving a non-native speaker teacher and intermediate learners of
English in an Algerian technical college. She asked the learners to fill in an uptake chart, in which
they recorded which items they had learnt during the lessons. Slimani then sought to identify
where the items recorded occurred in each lesson and to examine the interactional properties that
might have led to their recall. Slimani found no relationship between modified interaction and
recall. However, given that the lessons were all very teacher—centred and afforded little opportunity
for negotiation her study cannot be considered a good test of the revised interactional hypothesis.
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